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ABSTRACT i \ 

The northern portion of the Big Blue River Basin is 
located in southeastern Nebraska, ranking among the best farm land in 
the state. Despite its excellent resources for agriculture, the basin 
suffers from a number of problems related to vater and agriculture, 
such as: (1) precipitation varies during the growing season, 
stimulating the demand to irrigate; (2) only 40 percent of the land 
has been treated by proper farming methods; and (3) the basin lacks 
water recreation areas. This study focuses on these problems. Pour 
separate study areas vithin the basin identified. A random sample of 
respondents^ was drawn from each survey drea. This population 
responded to a questionnaire of 23 to 24^ Likert-type attitude 
statements and a page of demographic questions. Following the 
surveys, programs to test methods of communication were commenced in 
each of the four survey regions. After the communication projects, 
another random sample was drawn from each area to test net attitude 
change. A number of conclusions were drawn from this survey, 
including: (1) attitudes surveyed tended to be generally favorable 
and (2) an average of 35 percent of re-interview respondents per 
-sttrtement changed their attitude between surveys. Appendices are 
included. (TK) 
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INTRODUCTION 



The northern portion of the Big Blue River Basin is located in southeast 
Nebraska and contains approximately 2,920,000 acres of land. About 83 percent 
of the land is gently rolling loess plain which is generally adaptable to 
irrigation and also ranks among the best farm land in the state. The other 17 
percent of the land, located in the extreme eastern part of the basin, is com- 
posed of loess drift hills with limited irrigation potential. Agriculture dir- 
ectly represents about one- third of the employment of the basin, and many small- 
town businesses act, in part, as trade and service centers for agriculture. 
Much of the basin's economy, then, is agriculturally orientated. 

Despite its excellent resources for agriculture, the basin suffers from 
a number of problems related to water and agriculture. Biennially, there is 
too much water as the Big Blue River and its tributaries ravage farm land and 
small towns, aggravated by debris-clogged and silt-laden river channels. Es- 
timated damages to urban property from 1940 to 1965 totaled $3,327,500. It is 
further estimated that another $2,000,000 in damages to both rural and urban 
property was sustained during a 1967 flood. 1 The variability of oreciDl tation 
during the growing season has stimulated the demand for irrlqation. As a re- 
sult of Increased ground water irrigation, water tables have dropped from 10 
to 25 feet in portions of . the west basin. Should these water tables become 
depleted, some economic difficulties for the western part of the basin might 
eniue. Only about 40 percent of the land in the basin has been treated by pro- 
per farming methods, such as terracing and contouring. Consequently, the stream 
system has been severely polluted with silt. Other sources of pollution are 
feed-lots, farm chemicals, irrigation return flows, and municipal wastes. The 
basiiL-Sorely lacks water recreation areas, and the quality of existing surface 
water 1s relatively poor. 

This researches inspired by the absence of much progress with the 
aforementioned problems. The research staff desired to ascertain the general 
public's attitudes concerning these problems and to determine what action, if 
any, the general public would support. v The staff was also Interested in find- 
ing ways of communicating knowledge about water conservation problems to the 
public. Thus, three principal objectives were developed for the research. 

1. To determine what demographic factors seem to be most related 
to people's attitudes toward water conservation. 

2. To discover public attitudes toward various issues concerned with 
water conservation. 

3. To test and compare methods of communicating knowledge about water 
conservation problems. 

This research was supported by a grant from the Office of Water Re- 
sources Research, United States Department of the Interior. 



'Nebraska Soil and Water Conservation Commission Plannina Division, 
Comprehensive Report on Land and Water Resources of th£ Bi£ Blue River Basin , 
Lincoln, State of Nebraska, 1555", pp. 54-55. 
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PLAN OF RESEARCH 

After several months of pretesting, a questionnaire for research was 
developed consisting of 23 to 24 L1kert-type attitude statements and a page 
of demographic questions. (See Appendix I). This questionnaire was then 
administered to randomly selected respondents in all surveys conducted for 
this project Four separate survey areas were delineated to provide a variety 
of 1nter-bas1n problems and separate test areas for methods of conrnuni cation. 
Area 1 1s located 1n the northwest corner of Saline County and Includes the 
rural townships of Lincoln, Monroe,' Turkey Creek, a small portion of Friend 
township, and the town of Friend, population 1,126. Agriculture predominates 
1n this area, and our sample Indicated that 48 percent of the farmers were 
ground water Irrigators. Also, the proposed Shestak Reservoir would inundate 
some land 1n Monroe township. Approximately 50 percent of the farmers were 
livestock feeders. Area 2 includes all of Seward County except portions of 
the far eastern townships which He outside the basin. The city of Seward 
has a population of 5,294. The area contains two proposed reservoir sites, 
some* flood prone land, and a declining water table due- to Irrigation, in the 
west central townships. In our sample, 43 percent of the fanners were ground 
water irrigators, and about 61 percent were livestock feeders. Area 3 Is 
comprised of the small town of Henderson, population 901, plus Brown, Hender- 
son, portions of Hays and Baker townships 1n York County, Farmers Valley and 
parts of Orville and Beaver townships in Hamilton County. The area has a 
problem of severe water table decline. In our sample, about 83 oercent of the 
farmers were ground water Irrigators and 52 percent were livestock feeders. 
Area 4 contains the city of Beatrice, population 12,389, plus Grant, Holt, 
Hanover, Fil ley .Sherman, Logan, Rockford, Midland, Riverside, Sicily, Elm, 
Lincoln and Blakely Townships in Gage County. The area has been subject to 
some flooding and has completed many small watershed projects. In our sample 
about 15 percent of the farmers were ground water irrigators and 65 percent 
were livestock feeders. 

A random sample of respondents was drawn from each survey area. The 
sample size was designed to Insure that 95 samples out of 100 would not vary 
more than 5 percent in either direction from the actual population. 2 When 
the Initial surveys were completed, programs to test methods of communication 
were commenced in each of the four survey regions. In the Friend area, liter- 
ature concerning water conservation was carried to each residence in the sur- 
vey area and presented, 1f possible, directly to the resident. A succession 
of public meetings featuring water resources experts was held in the Seward 
area. A series of newspaper articles concerning water conservation was pub- 
lished 1n the Henderson and Beatrice newspapers. Following the coamuni cations 
projects, another random sample was drawn for each area, to test net attitude 
change; however, one-half of the sample was drawn from people who had been 
previously Interviewed. This panel technique was utilized to study the 
pattern of attitude movement and gross change. The new respondents were used 
as a control to check for sensitization effects from the first survey. The 
final surveys were completed 1n the spring of 1972. 



2 

In areas 1 and 3, the regularly computed sample size was more than 10% 
of the number of units to be sampled. This allowed a reduction in sample size 
with retention of the same confidence limits using the followinq formula: 

J _ n 

9 
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The analysis 1s presented 1n three parts which consider salient demo- 
graphic relationships to attitudes, public attitudes on water conservation 
issues, and the comparative effects of different methods of communication. 
Some explanations of methodology and citations of previous research will be 
found in each section. 



■t 
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D EMOGRAPHIC ANALYSIS 



Research 1n the social sciences has often found that differences 1n 
attitudes are closely related to demographic characteristics. Such differ- 
ences are also evident in attitudes toward water conservation and develop- 
ment* A study in South, Dakota found that non-farmers and people with more 
education had attitudes more favorable toward a water resources development 
program than farmers and people with less education. 3 An Investigation in 
Mississippi measuring attitudes toward watershed development indicated that 
favorable attitudes had a tendency to coincide with lower ages, more years 
of education, membership in organizations, and a high economic level of 
living. Less favorable attitudes were prevalent with older age groups, 
fewer years of education, -lack of organizational membership, and a lower 
economic level of living. 

For this study of attitudes 1n the Blue River Ba$1n, attitude answers 
were scored on a five potnt scale with five being most favorable, four 
favorable, three undecided, two unfavorable, and one most unfavorable. 5 For 
the dsm&graphlc analysis, attitude scores for each respondent were summed 
and ranked from most positive (high) concerning water conservation, to least 
positive (low) concerning water conservation. b Respondents were then divided 
1nto,approximately four equal groups: high, medium high, medium low, and 
low. The four attitude groups and various demographic categories were 
then analyzed by a chi -square test to determine if there were any differences 
within demographic categories across the range of attitude scores, and 
whether such differences occurred by chaice* Percentages on each demo- 
graphic variable were also included to snow the direction of relationships. 
The analysis considered the variables off direct farming Interest, residence, 
education, occupation, Income, age, religion, years 1n the community, property 

— , — % 

J John D. Phot1ad1s, Attitudes Toward the Water Resources Development 
Program 1n Central South Dakota , Brookings, STB*. , South Dakota State Univer- 
sity, 195U, pp. Il-ir; 

4 John H. Peterson, Jr. and Peggy J. Ross, Changing Attitudes Toward 
Watershed Development , State College, M1ss., Water Resources Pesearch Insti- 

. /.t^te, Mississippi State University, 1971, p. 32. 

5 The attitude statements and the scores assigned for various answers 
appear 1n Appendix I. 

* Sixteen statements were selected by a T-test analysis to form the 
attitude scale used for the demographic analysis. These statements are marked 
by an asterisk in Appendix I. 

7 I 

Sometimes the groups were not exactly equal because of tied scores so 
that the division was made at the nearest score change. 

8 Statistical significance was considered established where the pro- 
bability that the differences occurred 'oy chance was 5 percent or less. 
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ownership, sex, nationality, ool1t1cal parties, size of family, voter versus 
non-voter, membership 1n organizations, size of farm holdings, livestock 
feeding, and Irrigation, The above procedure was followed for each separate 
survey area. 

After the tabulations by area were completed, the most Important 
variables were selected for further analysis. Although 1t was possible to 
combine all survey areas In the demograonlc analysis to find more variables 
to be statistically significant, such a rocedure would have Included more 
variables of marginal Importance becaus chi -square significance Increases 
1n proportion to sample size. Thus, a more conservative use of the test was 
employed to Include only the most Important variables. To qualify for further 
analysis a variable had to be statistically significant 1n three or more 
survey areas 1n the area-wide attitude analysis and 1n ten or more cases on 
the Individual statement analysis.' 0 This procedure resulted 1n six key 
variables which are presented in Table I. 



TABLE I 
Key Demographic*. Variables 



No. of Areas No. of 
Significant Significant Cases 

Occupation 4 42 

Residence (Rural -Town) 4 41 

Direct Farming Interest 4 36 

Education 4 30 

Age 3 . 19 

Income 3 18 



Once the most important variables were identified, survey areas were combined 
to facilitate comparison of variables through the construction of three- 
variable tables which require a much*larger number of respondents for a valid 
analysis. 

The analysis indicated that occupation, residence, and direct Interest 
in farming were more closely associated with attitude differences than any 
other variables. This was true with both simple rankings as in Table I and 
1n multivarlable tables. All three variables were related to agriculture. 
Farming was one of the major occupational groups. Rural was defined as living 
in the country outside of Incorporated towns and included predominately far- 
mers. Town residents Included all people living in Incorporated towns. Direct 
farming interest was slightly more related to economic interest and Included 
all people who owned, rented, or actually worked farm land. No direct In- 
terest included all other people. Results Indicated that economic interest 
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9 All statistically significant tables for each survey area are pre- 
sented 1n Appendix II. Because there were 28 such tables, they were exclud- 
ed from the main text. 

10 Demographic variables were compared on 18 statements for the four 
survey areas allowing for the possibility of 72 casec of statistical signi- 
ficance for each variable. 



1n farming, actually living on a farm, or possibly having fanned for many 
years greatly influenced attitudes. Generally these attitudes were less 
favorably Inclined on conservation Issues than those of other respondents. 
This does not meen that most farmers were opposed to conservation. On many 
statements a majority or at least a plurality of fanners Indicated favorable 
attitudes. On some Issues a majority of farmers Indicated that they had un- 
favorable attitudes. The statement simply means that as a group, fanner's 
attitudes were less favorable on water conservation issjjes than other groups. 
Such results became obvious when these variables were cross-tabulated with 
other variables. 

Table II presents a comparison of residence and education on conserva- 
tion attitudes. The percentage columns represent a division of respondents 
Into four quartiles on the attitude scale from most favorable to least favor- 
able. 



/ TABLE II 

A COMPARISON OF RESIDENCE, EDUCATION, AND ATTITUDE SCORES 11 

Attitudes 
i Percentage 

/ Medium (tedium 

Residence Education Low . Low High High N 



0-8 years 38.1 36.2 13.0 12.5 207 0 

9-11 years 24.4 -27.5 28.5 19.3 98 % L = 166.21 

Town 12 years 14.0 25.1 30.3 30.3 306 at 12 df 

13-14 years 9.8 21,2 27.6 41.0 112 p < .001 

/ 15+ yeers 6.1 15.3 27.6 50.7 130 v * .764 

B5T 



0-8 years 
9-11 years 
Rural 12 years 

13-14 years 
15+ years 



43.8 


36.7 


9.1 


10.2 


98 




32.6 


36.9 


15.2 


15.2 


46 


x 2 = 23.82 


36.3 


30.3 


17.8 


15.4 


168 


at 12 df 


28.5 


25.7 


25.7 


20.0 


35 


p < .05 


15.0 


20.0 


45.0 


20.0 


20 


v « .441 



x 2 = 220.950 at 27 df p < .001 

The table shows that people in town had more favorable attitudes than 
people in the rural areas. Also, as educational level Increased, favorable 
attitudes increased. However, more interesting was the fact that the rural 
group was more homogeneous than the town group. Education, the fourth-ranked 
variable, had less influence in the rural area than in town. This was appar- 
ent from the percentages, chi-square values, and v scores which showed 



1 1 9 ^ 

% c below the table refers to the chi-square value for the whole 
table, x 2 and v at side refer only to values for that section of the table. 
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differences in town by education to be much greater. 1 ^ When educational 
levels between town and rural areas were compared, the percentages showed a 
great difference in attitudes. In town, 50 percent of those people with 15 
or more years of formal education were found in highest and most favorable 
attitude quartile. Among people with 15 or more years of education in the 
rural areas, only 20 percent were grouped in the highest quartile. These 
figures suggest that occupation, residence, and economic interest, probably 
have a greater influence than education on conservation attitudes in rural 
areas. However, education seems to have a greater influence on attitudes in 
/ the towns. Table III presents a comparison of direct farming interest and 
education on water conservation attitudes. The results are similar to Table II 
except that the direct fanning interest category included over 100 people 
living in town who own farm land. These people apparently had attitudes 
slightly less favorable than the average town dweller but more favorable than 
the average rural dweller. When compared to the rural -town categories, the 
result of the change was to improve the attitude scores in both the no farm- 
ing interest and farming interest categories as compared to the town and 
rural categories. 

TABLE III 



A COMPARISON OF DIRECT FARMING INTEREST, EDUCATION AND ATTITUDE SCORES 



Atti tudes 
Percentage 









Medium 


' Medium 








Interest 


Education 


Low 


Low 


High 


High 


N 






0-8 years 


37.3 


35.4 


13.1 


13.2 


158 






9-11 years 


24.4 


24.4 


31.3 


19.7 


86 


= 114 


Non-Farm 


12 years 


12.1 


24.3 


30.6 


32.7 


287 


at 12 df 




13-14 years 


8.2 


23.7 


27.8 


40.2 


97 


p < .001 




15+ years 


6.4 


14.8" 


23.1 


55.5 


108 


v = .682 












736 





0-8 years 


42.8 


37.4 


9.5 


10.2 


147 




9-11 years 


31 .6 


40.0 


13.3 


15. C 


60 


x 2 = 56.79 


12 years 


36.8 


31.0 


18.7 


13.3 


187 


at 12 df 


13-14 years 


26.0 


20.0 


26.0 


28.0 


50 


p < .001 


15+ >ears 


9.5 


19.0 


47.6 


23.8 


42 


v = .482 



486 



- : ; " nzz 

= 249.182 at 27 df p < .001 



^Since larger sample sizes result in higher chi-square scores, Cramer's 
V was used to make the x 2 scores comparable. Formula 

V 2 = x r or ] (min) 

N C - I 

Min refers to either r-1 or c-1 whichever is smaller. The value of .764 for 
the town group indicates greater significance than .441 in the rural area. 
Values can range from 0 to 1.00. 
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A chi -square comparison of residence and direct fanning interest with 
occupation was no1>iaQ£sible because the rural-town dichotomy excluded too 
many occupations from subjections of the table for a valid test. However, 
the tables for each area on occupation in Appendix II consistently showed 
that people who were farming had less favorable attitudes than other oc- 
cupational groups. The retired group showed a very similar configuration 
which probably indicates that a sizeable number of that group farmed before 
retirement. These two groups accounted for most of the differences from 
other occupations in the tables, and there was no statistically significant 
difference between these two groups. This is further evidence, that the less 
favorable attitude tscores in this study are related to the cultural and 
economic aspects of rural life as opposed to other demographic factors. 

An analysis of the relationship between residence and -income found 
results consistent with those previously mentioned. These are presented 
in Table IV, 



TABLE IV 



A COMPARISON OF RESIDENCE, INCOME, AND ATTITUDE SCORES 



Atti tufdes 
Percentage 



Residence Income 

$0-5,000 
$5,001-10,000 
Town $10,001-15,000 
$15,001 + 



Medium 
Low Low 

35.2 32,8 
11.0 24J 

12.3 15,7 
14.8 32.9 



Medi urc 




High 


High 


17.4 


14.3 


28.6 


36.1 


29.4 


42.4 


25.5 


26.5 



N 

292 

335 x 2 = 79.06 

146 at 9 df 

94 p < .001 

S57 v = .426 



$0-5,000 
$5,001-10,000 
Rural $10,001-15,000 
$15,001 + 



33.7 


38.9 


15.5 


11.6 


77 




34.5 


29.5 


18.3 


17.6 


142 


x 2 = 5.63 


38.8 


25.0 


20.8 


. 15.2 


72 


at 9 df 


41.4 


31.7 


12.1 


14.6 ' 


41 


p < .80 










337 


V = .183 


1199 



X 



2 = 165.088 at 21 df p < .001 



As expected, attitudes in town were more favorable than attitudes in 
the rural area. The pattern for incomes indicated a very significant differ- 
ence in attitudes between income groups in town with middle income groups being 
much more favorable. However, the lowest income group in town was much less 
favorable and had a response pattern ; very similar to the rural area. These 
results are presented in Table IV. When combined with the age variable* 
this suggests the presence of a larcje number of retired residents who probably 
farmfed^for a number of years and hold views similar to people in agriculture. 
The high income group in town was also less favorable than the middle in- 
come groups and probably included people who own farm property. Within the 
-rural area, there was virtually no difference at all between income groups. 
This again, illustrates the homogeneity of the rural area and suggests that 
association with farming has a greater influence on rural attitudes than 



Income. The comparison of direct farming interest and income ih, Table V 
shows a similar pattern except that tne inclusion of townspeople in the direct 
farm interest category increased unfavorable attitudes in the lowest income 
group and favorable attitudes in the highest group, reducing the homogeneity 
of the rural group. It appears that high income people in town who own farm 
property have slightly more favorable attitudes than high income people in 
the countryside. However*, low income people from town, with a direct farming 
interest appear to have the least favorable attitudes. These are probably 
older people with a small interest in farm land or farm laborers. 

TABLE V 

A COMPARISON OF DIRECT FARMING INTEREST, INCOME, AND ATTITUDE SCORES 

Atti tudes 









Percentage 














Kedi urn 


Medium 








Interest Income 


Low 


Low 


High 


High 


N 






$0-5,000 


32,4 


32.8 


17.6 


17.2 


250 


x 2 = 89.95 


Non- 


$5,001-10,000 


10.5 


21.7 


29.7 


37.9 


303 


at 9 df 


farm 


$10,001-15,000 


9.0 


18.1 


27,2 


45.4 


121 


p < .001 




$15,001 + 


14.8 


32.4 


25,6 


27.0 


74 


v = .600 












748" 






$0-5,000 


40.4 


37.1 


15.7 


6.6 


121 


x 2 = 19.60 




$5,001-10,000 


31.0 


32.7 


18.3 


17.8 


174 


at 9 df 


Farm 


$10,001 -15,000 


36.0 


19.5 


25.7 


18.5 


97 


p < .05 




$15,001 ♦ 


31.6 


33.3 


15.0 


20.0 


60 


v = .359 












4"5T 






x 2 = 172.099 


at 21 


df p 


< .001 









The analysis of residence and age presented in Table VI again confirmed 
the idea of rural influence on attitudes. There was some difference in rural 
attitudes by age group with the older age groups having the least favorable 
attitudes. However, this difference was not statistically significant. In 
the town section of the survey, there was & great difference between the old- 
est age group and the two younger age groups with the latter having much 
more favorable attitudes. In fact, the attitude pattern for the oldest town 
age group was very similar to patterns in the rural area. This suggests the 
possibility that many of the oldest group in town are retired and have had 
farming experience which is reflected in their attitudes. During interviews 
many people who were retired indicated that they had previously farmed. 

When education and income were compared, the striking fact was the 
fairly close relationship between the two variables. This information is 
presented in Table VII. To some extent educational level and income level 
increased together. At the lowest educational level there were very few 
people in the highest income category, attitudes were least favorable, and 
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TABLE VI 



A COMPARISON OF RESIDENCE, AGE, AND ATTITUDE SCORE 



Attitudes 
Percentage 



Residence 


Age 


Low 


Medium 
Low 


Medium 
High 


High 


N 




Town 


20-35 years 
36-55 years 
56 + years 


13.4 
10.7 
32.8 


23.8 
24.4 
30.7 


26.0 
33.1 
18.3 


36.6 
31.6 
17.9 


357 
196 
289 
52T 


v = .420 
x2 = 74.53 
at 6 df 
p < .001 


Rural 


20-35 years 
36-55 years 
56 + years 


30.3 
37.7 
44.0 


36.1 
27.5 
30.9 


18.0 
21.2 
9.5 


15.4 
13.3 
15.4 


155 
127 
84 

355" 


v = .224 
x2 = 9.17 
at 6 df 
p < .20 














1208 




x 2 = 


• 139.741 at 


15 df 


P < 


.001 









TABLE VII 



A COMPARISON OF EDUCATION, INCOME, AND ATTITUDE SCORES 



Atti tudes 
Percentage 









Medium 


Medium 








Education Income 


Low 


Low 


High 


High 


N 






$0-5,000 


44.5 


35.0 


11.4 


8.9 


157 


x 2 = 6.30T 


0 - 


$5,001-10,000 


31.4 


40.4 


12.3 


15.7 


89 


at 6 df 


8 


$10,001-15,000 


38.4 


30.7 


19.2 


11.5 


26 


p < .50 




$15,001 + 


30.0 


50.0 


0.0 


20.0 


10 


v = .258 












287 






$0-5,000 


31.6 


34.7 


18.0 


15.5 


161 


x 2 = 37.82 


9 - 


$5,001-10,000 


17.1 


24.4 


29.9 


28.4 


274 


at 9 df 


12 


$10,001-15,000 


24.4 


20.0 


25.4 


29.0 


110 


p < .001 




$15,001 


35.2 


35.2 v 


15.4 


14.0 


71 


v = .428 












BTS" 






$0-5,000 


16.9 


30.1 


30.1 


22.6 


53 


/ ■ — - 

x 2 =/l6.79 




$5,001-10,000 


9.6 


17.5 


25.4 


47.3 


114 


at 9- df 


13 + 


$10,001-15,000 


9.7 


13.4 


30.4 


46.3 


82 


p < /.lO 




$15,001 + 


8.6 


24.6 


34.7 


31.8 


69 


v = .397 












3T8 


/ 
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x 2 = 202. 19S at 


33 df 


P 


.001 









there was very little difference in attitude between income levels. Then, as 
education Increased, favorable attitudes Increased. However, with Income, a 
slightly different pattern emerged. As education Increased, 1t was the middle 
two Income groups that registered the greatest favorable Increases. Perhaps 
many people 1n the highest Income group own some farm property which would 
tend to result 1n a less favorable attitude. Also, the lowest Income group 
undoubtedly contains some retired farmers who also would be Inclined to have 
less favorable attitudes. 

The comparison of educational level and age in Table VIII indicates 
that as age Increases there 1s a decline 1n favorable attitudes, and that 
within age categories there is a tendency toward favorable attitudes with 
Increases in educational level. A disproportionate number of people 1n the 
oldest age category have had eight years of formal education or less. How- 
ever, with the increased availability of education, this phenomenon 1s chang- 
ing and should gradually result in more favorable attitudes 1f present trends 
continue. The least favorable group of all was 1n the 20 to 35 age category 
among those people who have had eight years of education or less. However, 
this group 1s a much smaller proportion of the population than it was 40 years 
ago. f 

TABLE VIII 

A COMPARISON OF AGE, EDUCATION, AND ATTITUDE SCORES 



Atti tudes 
Percentage 



Age 


Education 


Low 


Medium 
Low 


Medium 
High 


High 


N 




20-35 
years 


0-8 years 
9-12 years 
13 + years 


35.2 
20.0 
9.2 


46.4 
29.0 
17.1 


9.8 
23.6 
28.2 


8.4 
27.2 
45.3 


71 
275 
163 
"50? 


v = .477 
x 2 = 57.98 
at 6 df 
p < .001 


36-55 
years 


0-8 years 
9-12 years 
13 + years 


29.8 
23.8 
10.2 


33.3 
26.4 
17.9 


19.2 
30.1 
30.7 


17.5 
19.5 
41.0 


57 
189 

78 
324 


v * .404 
x 2 = 26.56 
at 6 df 
p < .001 


56 + 


0-8 years 
9-12 years 
13 + years 


44.9 
30.0 
16.9 


33.7 
28.6 
28.3 


10.1 
20.9 
24.5 


11.2 
20.2 
30.1 


178 
143 
53 
37? 


v - .396 
x 2 = 29.44 
at 6 df 
p < .001 














1Z07 






x 2 = 172.984 at 


24 df 


P 


< .001 









Table IX presents a comparison of age and income which again suggests, 
that a considerable number of the oldest age groOp are in the lowest Income 
group and are undoubtedly retired. The phenomena, of the two middle income 
groups having the most favorable attitudes continued in the two youngest age 
categories. 
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TABLE IX 



A COMPARISON OF AGE, INCOME, AND ATTITUDE SCORES 









Atti tudes 














Percentage 














Medium 


Medium 








Age 


Income 


Low 


Low 


High 


High 


N 






$0-5,000 


29.3 


35.7 


21.1 


13.7 


109 


x 2 = 32.20 


20- 


$5,001-10,000 


14.0 


or n 

25.9 


24.2 


35.7 


235 


at 9 df 


35 


$10,001-15,000 


17.3 


18.2 


25.0 


39.4 


104 


p < .001 


yrs. 


$15,001 + 


28.2 


21 .7 


23.9 


26.0 


46 


v = .442 










394" 






$0r5,000 


29.4 


29.4 


32.5 


17.7 


34 


x 2 = 6.34 


36- 


$5/001 -10,000 


20.0 


25.3 


29.3 


25.3 


150 


at 9 df 


55 


$10,001-15,000 


18.8 


22.3 


30.5 


28.2 


85 


p N < .80 


yrs. 


$15,001 + 


28.8 


28.8 


23.7 


18.6 


328 


v = .240 




V 

$0-5»000 


38.5 


34.5 


13.9 


13.0 


223 


x 2 = 64.05 


56 + 


$5,00\-10,000 


27.0 


28.2 


20.0 


24.7 


85 


at 9 df 


yrs. 


$10,001-15,000 


42.8 


10.7 


21.4 


25.0 


28 


p < .001 


$15,00T + 


13.0 


39.1 


17.3 


30.4 


23 


v = .731 












355" 




1181 



x 2 = 110.108 at 33 df p < .001 

It is apparent from this analysis that support for water conservation 
is greatest among groups which may be least directly affected by such projects. 
This support is located in the towns, especially with people who have had 
the most formal education and are under 55 years of age. The least amount of 
support comes from people who are directly involved in farming,* the oldest 
age group, and the least educated group. It is also quite probable that many 
retired people spent much of their life farming and share farm attitudes. 
Although this fixed response questionnaire did not probe directly the reasons 
for attitudes, it appeared from the pattern of responses and comments by 
our interviewers that many of the proposals in the questionnaire were seen 
as affecting the interests of people who farm. Many of the items deal with 
proper methods of farming, regulation of land use, water use, feed lots, and 
even taking farm land to build reservoirs for flood control and recreation. 
These are items which directly affect people who are farming and promise to 
have a greater impact on their lives than any other people in the basin. Con- 
sequently, it is not surprising that this group is more reluctant to support 
many of the proposals. In fact, as the analysis of issues will show, a 
majority of rural people did support many proposals, though not as substantially 
as other groups. This evidence suggests that proposals for watershed develop- 
ment and conservation must be perceived as at least neutral in effect and 
certainly not harmful to farming interests if such proposals are to be accepted 
by rural people. 
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Perhaps the most encouraging evidence 1s the positive effect of educa- 
tion on attitudes. This 1s the only factor which pervades the homogeneity 
of the rural area and has a dlscernable Impact. Age, Income, and other var- 
iables seem to make little difference 1n rural attitudes. This suggests 
that there may be some change 1n rural attitudes as those who are younger 
and more educated become a larger proportion of the farming public. Economic 
Interest will certainly remain an exceedingly Important factor as suggested 
by the fact that for comparable educational levels, the rural attitude 1s 
less favorable. However, the future rural population will probably be more 
receptive to new proposals than past generations 1f the conflict with their 
economic Interest is not too great. In other words, a more educated rural 
population will probably be a more public regarding population and less 
Inclined to consider only economic self-interest. This 1s assuming that 
family farms and rural communities will continue to exist. Should absentee 
ownership become predominant 1n the basin, 1t 1s more .difficult to predict 
what attitudes and practices would become prevalent. 
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ISSUES 



There has been some public opinion research on water conservation 
Issues* The previously cited South Dakota study measured public reaction 
to proposed water development programs Including Irrigation, municipal water 
use, domestic use, livestock use, recharge of ground water, raising stream 
and lake levels, use by industry, stream pollution, recreation, and power. 
69.8 percent of the respondents considered the program as good or excellent, 
and 79.8 percent thought it would help development 1n the central part of 
the state. However, when asked if the proposal was practical or useful in 
relation to cost, only 38.7 percent agreed that it was practical, 34 percent 
were undecided, and 27.3 percent thought the proposal to be Impractical. 
The survey also showed that 88.5 percent were not informed about the program, 
even when the project would concern them directly. 1 

A study in Mississippi asked landowners to evaluate watershed projects 
both before and after completion. Prior to construction, 39.4 percent of the 
land owners viewed the projects favorably, 25.1 percent were undecided, and 
35.3 percent viewed them unfavorably. These figures dtd not Include the 19.2 
percent of the land owners who said they were not familiar with the - program.* 
A study in the Makarusa River Valley of Kansas prior to a campaign against 
a large dam project disclosed that 36 percent of the people living downstream 
from the proposed dam favored it and 31 percent of those people favored the 
alternative of watershed treatment. Of the residents living upstream from 
the proposed dam site, only 15 percent favored the dam and 54 percent favored 
watershed treatment. A survey in Syracuse, N.Y., found that water pollu- 
tion had less priority as a problem than education, law enforcement, housing, 
and employment. Suburban residents, however, rated water pollution as hav- 
tng greater priority than housing and employment; but less priority than edu- 
cation and law enforcement* Residents with lower socio-economic status were 
less willing to My for pollution abatement than residents with higher socio- 
economic status.^ A survey commissioned by the National Wildlife Federation 
found that 74 percent of those surveyed were willing to pay some additional 
taxes to improve the environment. 5 



1 Photiadlz, pp. 4, 16. 

2 Peterson and Ross, p. 13 

3 E. Jackson Baur, "Opinion Change in a Public Controversy, 11 Public 
Opinion Quarterly , Vol. 26, Summer 1962, p. 220. 

* H. George Frederickson and Howard Magnas, "Comparing Attitudes To- 
ward Water Pollution in Syracuse," Water Resources Research , Vol. 4, No. 5, 
(October, 1968) pp. 877-890. 

c 

Gallup Survey, "What America Really Thinks About Pollution Cleanup", 
National Wildlife , Vol. 10, April 1972, pp. 18-19. 
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For purposes of analysis, this sjjdy of public attitudes in the Blue 
River Basin was divided into seven issues. These issues were chlorination, 
water quality and proper farming methods, pollution abatement and tax support 
for pollution abatement, recreation, special districts, irrigation, and flood 
control. These categories included from one to five statements with some 
statements overlapping into several issue categories. The following pages 
include an analysis of each of these issues. Most data for the issue analyses 
were taken from the first survey to avoid any influence which the communica- 
tion projects may have had. Where data from the second survey is utilized, 
it is so noted. A complete tabulation of responses by survey area and the 
residence variable are presented in Appendix III, Only the most salient as- 
pects of an issue are discussed in the text. 



CHLORINATION 

At the time the Nebraska Soil and Water Conservation Commission com- 
pleted their study (1968), almost no means for disinfecting public water 
supplies was utilized in the basin. 6 In the course of our interviews, res- 
pondents were asked to react to the following statement: "Cities should use 
chlorination to disinfect their water supply". A majority in three areas and 
a plurality in one area agreed with the statement. Table X indicates- the 
results by area and education. The results show that support for chlorina- 
tion increases as education increases. Differences between educational * 
levels were statistically significant in three of the four survey areas. 
In the Henderson and Beatrice survey areas, a significant plurality of the 
age group over 55 opposed chlorination, whereas a majority of the middle 
and younger age groups supported chlorination. 7 There was a significant 
difference between income groups in the Beatrice survey as support for 
chlorination increased with income level. Of course, both age and income 
are to some extent reflected in education. 

While overall attitudes were favorable, it should be noted that these 
views may not be held with great conviction or interest. A total of 298 
respondents or 24.3 percent were undecided. More interesting yet, was the 
fact that of the 589 respondents who were re-interviewed, 235 or 39,8 per- 
cent had changed their position. However, significant net change occurred 
in only the smallest survey area, Friend, possibly as a result of the infor- 
mation program. While it is possible that the information program affectpd 
the 235 respondents who changed, a more plausible explanation for the areas 
other than Friend seems to be that some respondents were randomly giving 
responses with little conviction or knowledge. In fact, some respondents 
confused chlorination with fluoridation, which was also mentioned in one of 
the information programs. Thus, it appears that the public has a weakly held 
view which favors chlorination, but which might be easily subject to change. 



6 Nebraska Soil and Water Conservation Commission. Big Blue River Basi 
Report , p. 85. 

7 All significant differences in variables not listed in the text are 
presented in Appendix IV. 
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TABLE X 



CHLORINATION ISSUE BY AREA AND EDUCATION 
Percentage 



Education 



Area 1 - Friend 

♦Agree 
Undecided 
Disagree 
N = 

Area 2 - Seward 

*Agrep 
Undecided 
Disagree 
N = 

Area 3 - Henderson 

*Agree 
Undecided 
Disagree 
N = 

Area 4 - Gage 

♦Agree 
Undecided 
Disagree 
N = 

♦denotes response favorable to conservation 



0-8 


9-12 


13+ 






years 


years 


years 


iota 1 




35.1 


53.9 


64.1 


51.9 




44.4 


31.7 


26.4 


33.4 


x 2 = 9.593 


20.3 


14.2 


9.4 


14.5 


at 4 df 


r A 

54 


126 


53 


£33 


p < .05 


52.4 


52.0 


64.5 


55.8 




21.7 


23.9 


19.0 


21.9 


x 2 = 5.320 


25.7 


23.9 


16.3 


22.2 


at 4 df 


101 


16/ 


n n 


o/o 


p < . ou 


40.3 


44.8 


60.3 


47.4 




19.3 


35.3 


27.5 


29.2 


x 2 = 17.917 


40.3 


19.8 


12.0 


23.3 


at 4 df 


62 


116 


58 


236 


p < .01 


33.7 


55.2 


76.3 


54.4 




16.8 


20.9 


11.8 


18.1 


x 2 = 39.821 


49.4 


23.8 


11.8 


27.4 


at 4 df 


89 


210 


76 


375 


p < .001 



WATER QUALITY AND PROPER FARMING METHODS 

Since silt is a major cause of pollution in the Big Blue River, proper 
farming methods have a crucial relationship to water quality. Residents of 
the basin often indicated strong support for proper farming methods without 
always perceiving their relationship to water quality. The importance of 
terracing and contouring was clearly recognized. People were asked to res- 
pond to the statement that "Terracing and contouring on hilly land are needless 
agricultural expenditures. " Table XI presents the results. 
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TABLE XI 



TERRACING AND CONTOURING BY AREA 



Percentages 





Area 1 


Area 2 


Area3 


Area 4 




Friend 


Seward 


Henderson 


Beatrice 


Agree 


10.0 


10.1 


9.9 


6.0 


Undecided 


8.7 


3.7 


5.1 


7.4 


♦Disagree 


81.1 


86.0 


84,8 


86.4 


N = 


228 


373 


231 


361 



♦denotes response favorable to conservation 

Apparently years of effort by agricultural authorities have had a beneficial 
result. In the Beatrice area, 98.5 percent of the farmers disagreed with the 
statement compared with 83.6 percent of the people in town, a significant 
difference. That area has relatively rugged terrain and consequently a greater 
need for such practices. Reaction to the statement that "Farmers should pre- 
vent silt from polluting streams 11 , brought a similar response as indicated in 
Table XII. 

TABLE XII 
PREVENTION OF SILTING BY AREA 
Percentages 



Area 1 Area 2 Area 3 Area 4 

Fri end Seward Henderson Beatri ce 

*Agree 80.2 83.9 86.5 87.5 

Undecided 12.2 7.5 8.6 3.3 

Disagree • 7.4 8.5 4.7 9.1 

N = 228 373 231 361 



♦denotes response favorable to conservation 

People were rather decisive in their responses to these two statements as 
evidenced by the low percentages of undecided responses. There was also a 
relatively low number of attitude changes by respondents who were re- inter- 
viewed, 19.4 percent and 23.7 percent respectively. A few respondents did 
inquire as to how farmers might prevent silt from polluting streams. 

The other three statements on this issue were more controversial, and 
since erosion of land near streams results in much silt pollution of streams, 
the question of farming such land was considered. People were requested to 
respond to the statement that "Hilly land near streams should not be used for 
crops". Responses were more negative than positive in all four areas as noted 
in Table XIII. 
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TABLE XIII 



FARMING EROSIVE LAND BY AREA 



Percentages 





Area 1 


Area 2 


Area 3 


Area 4 




Friend 


Seward 


Henderson 


Beatri ce 


♦Agree 


36.8 


30.5 


31.1 


31.0 


Undecided 


21.9 


17.4 


18.6 


19.6 


Disagree 


41.2 


52.0 


50.2 


49.3 


N « 


228 


373 


231 


361 



♦denotes response favorable to conservation. 

In spite of the controversial nature of the statement, there were no 
significant differences in demographic groups except in Seward County where 
people in the rural areas and people with a direct interest. in farming dis- 
agreed with the statement to a greater degree than others. iPeople with higher 
Incomes 1n Seward County were also significantly less undecided than those 
with lower Incomes. There are more streams 1n this survey area than the other 
survey areas so perhaps a greater element of self-Interest was present. Our 
Interviewers reported some respondent confusion on this statement in the sense 
that many people could see no respon why hilly land near streams should not be 
fanned. There appears to have been little perception of the problems of stream 
quality that might arise from fanning such lands. This confusion was also sug- 
gested by evidence from re-1nterv1ews which Indicated. that fully 50 percent of 
those respondents changed their position without any net change resulting in 
any of the four survey areas. This may have been the. result of much random 
guessing on this particular statement. However, even with Increased awareness 
of the problem, views of many respondents on this Issue might not change very 
much due to economic Interest. Some respondents Indicated that they paid 
taxes on the land and could not afford to leave it Idle. Perhaps a program 
of tax reduction Incentives would be needed to reduce the use of this type 
of land. 

Insecticides and herbicides have been utilized by farmers for some years. 
Their use has been criticized 1n recent years for various reasons, Including 
runoff Into water courses. To test public attitudes on this question, people 
were requested to respond to the statement that "The use of insecticides and 
herbicides should not be limited 11 . A majority of respondents 1n all survey 
areas disagreed with the statement, but there were significant differences 
between, several demographic groups. Table XIV Indicates significant differ- 
ences by residence 1n three of four survey areas. The table shows that 
townspeople were much more willing to have some type of limitation on the 
use of Insecticides and herbicides than rural people.. In three of the four 
areas, the probability that these differences occurred. by chance was much 
1n excess of 1/10 of one percent. The variable of direct farming concern 
likewise was significant in the same three areas following the same pattern. 
In the Seward and Beatrice surveys, there was also a difference by occupation 
with farmers showing more reluctance on limitation. 
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TABLE XIV 



LIMITATION OF INSECTICIDES AND HERBICIDES BY RESIDENCE AND AREA 



Percentage 
Rural Town 



Area 1 - Friend 

Agree 
Undecided 
♦Disagree 
N = 

Area 2 - Seward 

Agree 
Undecided 
♦Disagree 
N = 

Area 3 - Henderson 

Agree 
Undecided 
♦Disagree 
N = 

Area 4 - Beatrice 

Agree 
Undecided 
♦Disagree 
N = 



28.7 
7.5 

63.6 
66 



38.8 
13.5 
47.5 
103 



37.5 
17.3 
45.1 
104 



31.3 
13.4 
55.2 
67 



17.2 
12.9 
69.7 
162 



12.5 
8.8 
78.5 
270 



13.3 
11.8 
74.8 
127 



7.4 
8.1 

84.3 

294 



Total 



20.6 
11.4 
67.9 
228 



19.8 
10.1 
69.9 

373 



24.2 
14.2 
61.4 
231 



11.9 
9.1 
78.9 
361 



x z = 4.462 
at 2 df 
p < .10 



x 2 = 37.703 
at 2 df 
p < .001 



x 2 = 23.079 



at 
P 



x 2 
at 

P * 



2 df 
: .001 



= 33.602 
2 df 
.001 



♦denotes response favorable to conservation. 



Thus the residential, economic, and occupational division on this question 
seemed rather obvious. In the Seward and Beatrice surveys, support for 
limitation increased with increases in educational level. Views on this 
question seemed more definite as evidenced by the relatively low percentages 
of undecided responses. 

The final statement concerning farming methods was an attempt to measure 
willingness to have certain practices required by law. This involved legal 
compulsion and was expected to be controversial. People were asked to respond 
to the statement that "Conservation practices on farm land should be required 
by law". As expected, there was considerable opposition to this statement 
in rural areas. Rurai-town differences were significant in all four survey 
areas and are presented in Table XV. 
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TABLE XV 

REQUIRED CONSERVATION PRACTICES BY AREA 



Residence 



Area 1 - Friend 
♦Agree 

Undecided — — 
D1 sagree 
N = 

Area 2 - Seward 

♦Agree 
Undecided 
Disagree 
N = 

Area 3 - Henderson 

♦Agree 
Undecided 
Disagree 
N = 

Area 4 - Beatrice 

♦Agree 
Undecided 
Disagree 
N = 



Percentage 
Rural Town 



25.7 
18.1 
56.0 
•66 



36*8 
8.7 
54.3 
103 



24.0 
16.3 
53.6 
104 



29.8 
11.9 
58.2 
67 



47.5 
21.0 
31.5 
162 



55.5 
20.0 
24.4 
270 



51.9 
21.2 
26.7 
127 



54.4 
12.5 
32.9 
294 



Total 



41.2 
20.1 
38.5 
228 



50.4 
16.8 
32.7 
373 



39.3 
19.0 
41.5 
231 



49.8 
12.4 
37.6 
361 



x 2 = 12.915 
at 2 df 
p < .01 



x 2 = 31.163 
at 2 df 
p < .001 



x 4 - 
at 
P « 



= 26.888 
2 df 
.001 " 



x 2 = 15.834 
at 2 df 
p < .001 



♦denotes response favorable to conservation 

Differences by direct farming interest also occurred in all four areas 
following the same pattern as did differences by occupation in all four areas 
with farmers opposed to the requirements by law. People who rented property 
were slightly more favorable toward the legal requirement than property owners 
in the Seward and Beatrice surveys. In the Beatrice survey, people in the 
highest education category, 13 or more years, were also more willing to re- 
gulate by law. A total of 41.3 percent of those people re-interviewed changed 
their position between surveys with the only net change occurring in the rural 
Beatrice area. There was no difference in the changes between the rurai and 
town areas. This seemed to reflect either great indecision on the part of 
many respondents or a rather low level of interest and understanding. This 
statement again showed that differences in attitude? were primarily related 
to interest in farming. 

In summa.ry, there was great support for terracing, contouring, and 
prevention of silt from reaching streams. However, there was considerable 

; 



22 



opposition to the idea that hilly land near streams should not be farmed. 
This opposition was very general through almost all demographic groups who 
seemed to be unaware of the problems associated witfvsuch farming practices. 
People engaged in farming were less willing to limit the use of insecticides 
and pesticides and were opposed to requiring conservation practices by law 
on farm land. The rural -town difference appeared very frequently in this 
study and was not surprising in view of the economic interests involved. It 
should be noted that the greatest opposition concerned statements which men- 
tioned the use of farm land and implied or required changes in present land 
use practices. Given the traditions of individualism and dislike of govern- 
mental regulation in many rural areas, such a reaction was not surprising. 
It probably means" that progress in the improvement of water quality which 
happens to be related to farming methods will be a slow and gradual process. 



In recent years, preserving and improving the environment has become 
a popular issue with 85 percent of the population expressing concern. 8 To 
a degree this concern was shared by basin residents as already evidenced by 
responses to statements concerning use of insecticides and herbicides, and 
the silting of streams. It was also evident in responses to statements more 
overtly related to water pollution. Respondents in the basin overwhelmingly 
agreed with the statement that "All towns and industries should be prohibited 
from polluting streams." Table XVI presents the results. There was more 
agreement on this statement than' on any other item in the survey. However, 
the statement appeared to be a low risk item for many respondents, some of 
whom conmented to the effect that H We don't have any of that stuff around 
here". However, according to a recent study, there was pollution from 
municipalities and agricultural sources in the basin. 9 



POLLUTION ABATEMENT AND COSTS 



TABLE XVI 



PROHIBIT POLLUTION BY TOWNS AND INDUSTRIES 



Percentages 



Area* 1 
Frjend 



Area 2 
Seward 



Area 3 
Henderson 



Area 4 
Beatrice 



★Agree 



92.1 
4.8' 
3.0 

228 



95.4 
3.2 
1.3 

373 



92.6 
4.7 
2.5 

231 



95.0 
2.7 
2.2 

361 



Undecided 
Disagree 



N = 



^denotes response favorable to conservation. 



° Gallup Survey, pp. 18-19. 

9 Big Blue River Basin Report, pp. 58-60, 88-90. 
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Perhaps more indicative of attitudes concerning pollution was response 
to the statement that "There has been too much concern over water pollutionV^ 
This statement divided a number of demographic groups, including the age 
category which is presented in Table XVII. Approximately 70 percent of all 
respondents disagreed with the statement, but the figure was about 20 percent 
lower for the oldest age group, and this difference was significant for all 
four survey areas. The results seemed to indicate some reluctance to consider 
the changing needs of society, although even a majority of the oldest group 
also disagreed with the statement. Since differences were also related to 
direct farming interest and education, these results may mean that a dispro- 
portionate number of older people have engaged in farming and have had fewer 
years of education. 

TABLE XVII 
CONCERN OVER WATER POLLUTION BY AGE 
Percentage 



Age 
Area 1 



Friend 



20-35 
years 



36-55 
years 



56+ 
years 



Total 



Agree 
Undecided 
♦Disagree 

N = 



15.1 
5.8 

79.0 
86 



16.9 
10.1 
72.8 
59 



32.5 
15.1 
52.3 
86 



22.0 
10.3 
67.5 
231 



x 

at 
P < 



= 15.344 
4 df 
.01 



Area 2 - Seward 



Agree 
Undecided 
♦Disagree 
N = 



12.8 
6.4 

80.7 
203 



13.0 
4.7 

82.1 
84 



24.1 
16.0 
59.7 
87 



15.5 
8.2 
76.2 
374 



x £ = 1&.001 
at 4 df 
p < .01 



Area 3 - Henderson 



Agree 
Undeci ded 
♦Disagree 
N - 



11.3 
6.8 

81.8 
88 



11.2 
9.8 

78.8 
71 



35.5 
13.1 
51.3 
76 



19.1 
9.7 

71,0 
235 



x £ = 23.621 
at 4 df 
p < .001 



Area 4 - Beatrice 



Agree 
Undecided 
♦Disagree 
N = 



15.9 
3.0 
81.0 
132 



10.9 
6.3 
82.7 
110 



35.2 
7.2 
57.6 
125 



20.9 
5.4 
73.5 
367 



x' = 27.865 
at 4 df 
p < .001 



♦denotes response favorable to conservation 



As mentioned, respondents also differed on the basis of direct farming 
interest iVi three of the four survey areas. Table XVIII presents the re- 
sults. The table indicates that people with a direct interest in farming 
were more inclined to believe that there has been too much concern over water 
pollution. There was also more of a tendency for people with lower levels 
of education to feel that there has been too much concern. Table XIX pre- 
sents the results. (Undecided responses were dropped from the Beatrice sec- 
tion of Table XIX because expected frequencies for that row were too low.) 
When the undecided category was dropped for occuDation, there was a signifi- 
cant difference in all four sections with farm and retired groups responding 
less favorably than other groups. In the Friend and Beatrice surveys, the 
town group was more favorable than the rural group, and in the Seward area, 
the lowest income group was less favorable than the other three income groups. 
The evidence, then, indicated that a disproportionate number of people over 
55, people with less education, and people connected with farming, believed 
that there has been too much concern over water pollution. 



TABLE XVIII 



CONCERN OVER WATER POLLUTION BY FARMING INTEREST 

Percentage 

Farming Direct No 

Interest Interest Interest Total 



Area 1 - Friend 



Agree 
Undecided 
♦Disagree 

N = 



31. V 
13.2 
55.6 
106 



14.1 
7.8 
77.9 
127 



21.8 
10.3 
67.8 
233 



x 2 = 13.421 
at, 4 df 
p < .01 



Area 2 - Seward 



Agree 19.2 13.0 15.3 

Undecided 13.5 5.0 8.2 x 2 = 12.593 

♦Disagree 67.1 81.9 76.4 at 4 df 

N = 140 238 378 p < .01 



Area 3 - Henderson 



Agree 
Undecided 
♦Disagree 

N = 



19.0 
11.9 
69.0 
142 



19.1 
6.3 

74.4 
94 



19.0 
9.7 

71 .1 

236 



x 2 = 2.049 



at 
P 



4 df 

: .50 



Area 4 - Beatrice 



Agree 32.6 16.2 20.5 

Undecided 8.1 4.3 5.3 x 2 = 15.482 

♦Disagree 59.1 79.4 74.1 at 4 df 

N = 98 277 375 p < .001 



♦denotes response favorable to conservation 
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TABLE XIX 



CONCERN OVER WATER POLLUTION BY EDUCATION 
Percentage 





0-8 


9-12 


13 + 








Education 


vears 


years 


years 


Total 






Area 1 - Friend 














Agree 


35.1 


19.8 


13.2 


21 .8 






Undecided 


12.9 


11.9 


3.7 


10.3 


x 2 


= 13.145 


♦Disagree 


51 .8 


68.2 


83.0 


67.8 


at 


4 df 


N = 


54 


126 


53 


233 


P < 


.001 


Area 2 * Seward 














Agree 


28.7 


12.5 


7.2 


15.3 






Undecided 


18.8 


5.3 


2.7 


8.2 


x 2 


= 47.680 


♦Disagree 


52.4 


82.0 


90.0 


76.4 


at 


4 df 


N = 


101 


167 


110 


378 


D < 


.001 


Area 3 - Henderson 














Agree 


32.2 


19.8 


3.4 


19.0 






Undecided 


8.0 


9.4 


12.0 


9.7 


X 2 


= 16.220 


♦Disagree 


59.6 


70.6 


84.4 


71.1 


at 


4 df 


N * 


62 


116 


58 


236 


P < 


.01 


Area 4 - Beatrice 














Agree 
*Dis agree 


34.6 


20.8 


10.5 


21.6 


X 2 


= 13.31 


65.3 


79.1 


89.4 


78.3 


at 


2 df 


N = 


78 


201 


76 


355 


P < 


.01 



« ^denotes attitude favorable to conservation 

Given the agricultural nature of the basin, feedlots are a rather 
common source of pollution to streams. To measure willingness to regulate 
this source of pollution, respondents were asked to react to the statement 
that "All feedlot operators should be prohibited from polluting streams." 
As expected, there was some difference of regional and economic interests. 
In all four survey areas, rural residents were less willing to prohibit feed- 
lot pollution than town residents. However, even a majority of rural resi- 
dents in three areas and a plurality in another area agreed with the state- 
ment. Table XX presents the results. Twb-thirds of the rural residents in 
the Beatrice sample were feeding livestock, and they reacted more unfavorably 
to the idea of prohibition than rural residents of the other three areas. 
However, our survey samples found almost as large a proportion of feedlots 
in the Seward County survey area. Those who had direct farming interest 
were significantly less willing to prohibit feedlot pollution than those with 
no direct farming interest in all areas except Friend. In the Seward and 
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Beatrice areas, farmers and retired people were less willing to prevent 
feedlot pollution than other groups. Among farmers, there was virtually 
no difference in attitude between livestock feeders and non-livestock feeders 
except in the Seward survey where non-feeders were more willing to prohibit 
feedlot pollution. Finally, those people with a higher level of education 
were more willing to prohibit feedlot pollution than people with a lower 
level of education in all areas except Henderson. 

TABLE XX 



PROHIBIT FEEDLOT POLLUTION BY RESIDENCE 
Percentage 
Rural Town Total 



Area 1 - Friend 



*Agree 
Undeci ded 
Disagree 

N = 



72.7 
12.1 
15.1 
66 



87.6 
3.0 
9.2 

162 



83.3 
5.7 
10.9 
228 



x 2 = 9.452 
at 2 df 
p < .01 



Area 2 - Seward 



* Agree 
Undecided 
Disagree 

N = 



68.9 
9.7. 
21.3 
103 



86.6 
5.5 
7.7 

270 



81.7 
6.7 
11.5 
373 



x^ = 16.716 
at 2 df 
p < .001 



Area 3 - Henderson 



*AgrcG 
Undecided 
Disagree 

N = 



68.2 
9.6 
22.1 
101 



85.0 
7.8 
7.0 

127 



77.4 
8.6 
13.8 
231 



x 2 = 11.597 
at 2 df 
p < .01 



Area 4 - Beatrice 



*Agree 49.2 87.0 80.0 

Undecided 10.4 4.4 5.5 x 2 = 51.620 

Disagree 40.2 8.5 14.4 at 2 df 

N = 67 294 361 p < .001 

*denotes response favorable to conservation 



After answering the statement about feedlot pollution, respondents 
were read an alternate statement which noted that "Only the large feedlot 
operators should be prohibited from polluting streams". This second state- 
ment was clearly more palatable to people living in the rural areas. Per- 
haps many rural residents believed that they would not qflalify as a large 
feedlot operator and consequently would not be subject to regulation. 
Table XXI presents the results. There was also a significant difference 
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between occupation groups in all four areas with farmers agreeing to the 
statement more than other groups. In the Henderson and Beatrice areas, 
people with direct farming interest had a much greater tendency to favor 
limiting feedlot regulation to the large operators. There was no difference 
between feeders and non-feeders except in the Henderson area where feeders 
were in greater agreement with the statement. In all survey areas except 
Henderson, there was a significant willingness to limit only large feedlots 
as the level of education declined. 



TABLE XXI 



TO PROHIBIT ONLY LARGE FEEDLOT POLLUTION BY RESIDENCE 



Percentage 

Residence Rural Town Total 
Area 1 - Friend 

Agree 45.4 >9.1 26.7 , 

Undecided 9.0 4.9 6.1 x c = 19.946 

♦Disagree 45.4 75.9 67.1 at 2 df 

N = 66 162 228 p < .001 

Area 2 - Seward 



Agree 38.8 24.8 - 28.6 9 

Undecided 7.7 4.8 5.6 x c = 9.532 

^Disagree 53.3 70.3 65.6 at 2 df 

N = 103 270 373 p < .01 



Area 3 - Henderson 

Agree 54.8 14.9 32.9 _ 

Undecid0d 6.7 7.0 6.9 x d = 42.423 

♦Disagree 38.4 77.9 60.1 at 2 df 

N = 104 127 231 p < .001 

Area 4 - Beatrice 

Agree 53.7 17.6 24.3 0 

Undecided 4.4 4.7 4.7 = 38.930 

♦Disagree 41.7 77.5 70.9 at 2 df 

N = 67 294 361 p < .001 



♦denotes response favorable to conservation 

If improvement in surface water quality is to be accomplished, it may 
depend in part on the willingness of the general public to support, or at least 
not oppose pollution abatement measures. The cost of such activity may well 
be higher taxes, higher consumer prices or both. In fact, a measure of the 
public's commitment to pollution abatement may be their willingness to pay 
the price. A previously cited survey indicated that 74 percent of the public 
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was willing to pay some additional taxes to Improve the environment.* In the 
Blue River Basin survey, respondents were asked to react to the statement that 
"I would rather have low taxes and low constHner prices than clean rivers". \ 
Since Nebraskan's antipathy for taxes is well-known, this investigator was 
surprised by the results which indicated that a majority in each survey area 
showed support for clean rivers by disagreeing with the statement, although 
support was not as high as 1n the national survey just cited. This state- 
ment also elicited more differences by demographic variables than any other 
statement. Level of education showed significant differences in all four 
areas with support for clean rivers increasing by educational level. Table 
XXII notes the results. People living in town were significantly more will- 
ing to support clean rivers than rural people 1n three of the four survey 
areas, as indicated in Table XXIII. In the Friend and Seward areas, people 
without direct farming interest were more willing to support clean rivers 
than people with a direct farming interest. 



TABLE XXII 



LOW TAXES AND PRICES VS. CLEAN RIVERS BY EDUCATION 

Percentage 



Education 

Area 1 - Friend 

Agree 
Undecided 
♦Disagree 
N = 

Area 2 - Seward 

Agree 
Undecided 
♦Disagree 
N = 

Area 3 - Henderson 

Agree 
Undecided 
♦Disagree 
N = 



0-8 


9-12 


13 + 






years 


years 


years 


Total 




38.8 


19.8 


5.6 


21.0 




20.3 


28.5 


11.3 


22.7 


x 2 = 28.835 


40.7 


51 .5 


83.0 


56.2 


at 4 df 


54 


126 


53 


233 


p < .001 


26.7 


14.9 


8.1 


16.V 




30.6 


19.1 


13.6 


20.6 


x 2 = 30.108 


42.5 


65.8 


78.1 


63.2 


at 4 df 


101 


167 


110 


378 


p < .001 


40.3 


22.4 


6.8 


23.3 




19.3 


21 .5 


17.2 


19.9 


x 2 = 21.506 


40.3 


56.0 


75.8 


56.7 


at 4 df 


62 


116 


58 


236 


p < .001 



Area 4 - Beatrice 

Agree 29.2 

Undecided 20.2 

♦Disagree 50.5 

N = 89 



15.7 
14.7 
69.5 
210 



13.1 
17.1 
69.7 
76 



18.4 
16.5 
65.0 
375 



x 2 = 12.535 
at 4 df 
p < .02 



♦denotes response favorable to conservation 
g 

Gallup Survey, pp. 18-19. 

■ 29 ,. 



TABLE XXIII 

LOW TAXES AND PRICES VS. CLEAN RIVERS BY RESIDENCE 







Percentage 




Residence 


Rural 


Town 


Total 


Area 1 - Friend 

f\ 1 CQ 1 III G1IVJ 








Aarpp 


24 2 


20 3 


21 4 


UnHpri HpH 

wmUCv i UCU 


33 3 


1ft R 


Cc. . o 


^Disagree 


42.4 


61.1 


55.7 


N = 


66 


162 


228 


Area 2 - Seward 








Agree 


25.2 


12.9 


16.3 


Undecided 


27.1 


17.7 


20.3 


^Disagree 


47.5 


69.2 


63.2 


N = 


103 


270 


373 



x 2 = 7.779 
at 2 df 
p < .05 



x 2 = 15.654 
at 2 df 
p < .001 



Area 3 - Henderson 



Agree 25.9 22.0 23.8 

Undecided 25.9 14.9 19.9 x 2 6.103 

♦Disagree 48.0 62.9 56.2 at 2 df 

N = 104 127 231 p < .05 

Area 4 - Beatrice 

Agree 23.8 16.3 17.7 , 

Undecided 19.4 16.6 17.1 x= 2.881 

♦Disagree 56.7 67.0 65.0 at 2 df 

W = 67 294 361 p < .30 

♦denotes attitude favorable to conservation 



Age and income also showed significant differences in three of four 
areas. The oldest age group was least willing to make economic sacrifices 
for clean rivers, possibly because many are retired, have lower incomes, and 
believe that they cannot afford such sacrifices. Similarly, it was the 
lowest income group that was least willing to make economic sacrifices to 
assure clean rivers. Tables XXIV and XXV present the analysis by age and 
income. In three of four areas, farmers and retired people had a greater 
tendency to agree with the statement. 

Reluctance, then, to bear the cost of having clean rivers is associated 
with lower education, rural residence, farming, lower income, older age, and 
retired status. Several of these categories overlap and obviously include 
many of the same people. Perhaps the nature of the problem would require 
farmers to bear a large portion of the cost burden by changes in their methods 
of operation, and retired people usually have a rather limited income. Still, 
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a majority 1n every area supported clean rivers, and often a majority or at 
least a plurality of the least favorable groups supported clean rivers. Cer- 
tainly these are encouraging results for those who wish to enhance the quality 
of the environment. In the judgement of this Investigator, however, such 
figures do not indicate a major commitment to clean rivers. Our interviewers 
repeatedly reported the reluctance which- many people evidenced as they dis- 
agreed with the statement. Some ambivalence was also indicated by the fact 
that 39.0 percent of those respondents who were re-interviewed changed their 
position between surveys, with net change occurring only in the rural Seward 
area* Many of our Interviewers received the impression that tespondents did 
not believe that the cost in terms of prices and taxes would be very high. 
A definite preference for cleaner rivers was indicated, probably, if the cost 
of achieving that goal 1s not very great. 







TABLE XXIV 




i 




LOW PRICES AND TAXES VS. CLEAN 


RIVERS BY AGE 










Percentages 








Age 


20-35 
years 


36-55 
years 


56 + 
years 


Total 




Area 1 - Friend 












Agree 
Undecided 
^Disagree 

N * 


9.3 
23.2 
67.4 

86 


11.8 
30.5 
57.6 
59 


38.3 , 

17 A 

44.1 

86 


20.7 

99 Q 

56.2 
231 


v 2 s 97 ?QC 

at 4 df 
p < .001 


Area 2 - Seward 


^12.8 
19.2 
67.9 
203 










Agre^ 
Undecided 
^Disagree 

N * 


16.6 
17.8 
65.4 
84 


22.9 
26.4 
50.5 
87 


lb.O 
20.5 
63.3 
374 


x 2 = 8.884 
at 4 df 
p < .10 


Area 3 - Henderson 












Agree 
Undecided 
^Disagree 
N * 


18.1 
22.7 
59.0 
88 


14.0 
21.1 
64.7 
71 


36.8 
15.7 
47.3 
76 


22.9 
20.0 
57.0 
235 


x 2 = 12.787 
at 4 df ' 
p < .02 


Area 4 - Beatrice 












Agree 
Undecided 
^Disagree 
N * 


12.8 
15.1 
71.9 
132 


15.4 
16.3 
68.1 
110 


27.2 
19.2 
53.6 
125 


18.5 
16.8 
64.5 
367 


x 2 = 12.227 
at 4 df 
p < .02 



♦denotes attitude favorable to conservation 
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TABLE XXV 



LOW PRICES AND TAXES VS. CLEAN RIVERS BY INCOME 



Percentage 

$0 - $5,001 $10,001 
Income 5,000 10,000 15,000 $15,001 Total 

Area 1 - Friend 

Agree 31.5 

Undecided 16.8 

♦Disagree 51.5 

N » 95 

Area 2 - Seward 



15.7 


10.3 


12.5 


33.7 


10.3 


18.7 


50.5 


79.3 


68.7 


89 


29 


16 



22.7 x 2 = 20.517 

55.8 at 6 df 
229 p < .01 



Agree 
Undecided 
♦Disagree 
N - 

Area 3 - Henderson 

Agree 
Undecided 
♦Disagree 
N = 

Area 4 - Beatrice 

Agree 
Undecided 
♦Disagree 
N = 



27.4 


13.9 


12.8 


6.6 


16.9 




22.5 


17.8 


18.5 


13.3 


18.9 


x 2 * 16.255 


50.0 


68.2 


68.5 


80.0 


64.0 


at 6 df 


102 


151 


70 


30 


353 


p < .02 


35.0 


24.7 


17.3 


14.7 


24.4 




20.0 


15.2 


23.9 


14.7 


18.2 


x 2 = 9.298 


45.0 


60.0 


58.6 


70.5 


57.3 


at 6 df 


60 


85 


46 


34 


225 


p < .20 


29.4 


17.1 


9.5 


0.0 


18.3 




18.7 


12.5 


19.1 


18.1 


16.1 


x 2 = 21.958 


51.7 


70.3 


71.2 


81.8 


64.4 


at 6 df 


112 


152 


73 


22 


359 


p < .01 



♦denotes response favorable to conservation 

In summary, 1t 1f evident that prevention of stream pollution 1s current- 
ly a popular Idea. This 1s particularly true where economic risk 1s low, or 
when 1t 1s perceived that there 1s no pollution 1n the local area. Pollution 
that 1s directly linked to agriculture 1s a more sensitive matter and pre- 
dictably receives more opposition from people connected with agriculture. 
It raises the question of the cost and effects of such measures on local 
farming operations. Many farmers 1n Nebraska have been particularly dis- 
pleased with the burden of local property taxes on their farming operations 
and seem very sensitive to that type of cost. For many retired people or 
those with low Incomes, any Increased cost may be perceived as too much. 
Still 1t is encouraging to note that at least a plurality of these groups 
also expresses a preference for clean rivers. 
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RECREATION 



The study of the Big Blue River Basin noted that there was no suitable 
supply of water for boating, water skiing, and swimming and estimated that 
6,300 surface acres of water would be needed by 1980. The study also found 
only 17 acres devoted to camping and picnicking with an estimated 1980 need 
of 514 acres. 10 Thus, 1t would appear that the water recreation needs of the 
basin are Indeed great. To probe attitudes on this subject, respondents were 
asked to respond to the statement that "We need more lakes a^d parks for 
recreation 11 . The public was generally divided with only two areas shewing 
an absolute majority 1n favor of more lakes and parks. The factor which 
most divided people was direct farming Interest, and that 1s presented 1n 
Table XXVI. This table Indicates-' that people with no direct Interest in farm* 
1ng were more likely to favor having more lakes and parks than people with 
direct farming Interest 1n three of four areas. In the Henderson and Beatrice 
areas, people living in town supported more lakes and parks while people in 
the rural areas opposed them. Retired people and farmers were less favorable 
1n tHe Beatrice survey. This statement was much more of an Issue in the 
Beatrice area where four variables showed significant differences. People 
who own property, have an eighth grade education or less, earn less than $5,000 
and are over 55 years old were much less favorably Inclined toward more lakes 
and parks than other groups in the Beatrice area. 

Some states have developed recreation in conjunction with small water- 
shed projects. To measure this Idea, people were read the statement that 
"Parks should not be included 1n small watershed projects 11 . For many farmers, 
this evidently raised the problem of taking away more farm land. Rural people 
in three of the four areas disliked the Idea of parks in small watershed pro 6 - 
jects. Table XXVII presents the results. Seward County appeared to be an 
exception to the rural trend, although results in the second survey had more 
of a tendency to cc jform to the expected pattern on this statement in rural 
Seward County. In the Henderson and Beatrice surveys, farmers and those 
people with a direct interest 1" fanning were much more opposed to the idea 
of parks in small watershed projects than other groups. People in the lowest 
income group were less favorable to the Idea than other income groups in the 
Friend and Seward areas. People over 55 years of age were opposed to the 
idea in the Seward and Beatrice surveys. Finally, Individuals with 13 or 
more years of formal education, viewed parks in watershed project's much more 
favorably than other groups 1n the Seward area. The fact that 53.5 percent 
of re-1nterv1ewed respondents changed their position on this statement with 
the only net change occuring in the rural Seward area, suggests that people 
were not very familiar with the Idea and probably do not hold very decided 
views on the subject. 

Factors related to farming such as rural residence, direct farming 
interest, or farming as an occupation, divided the population on this issue 
more than other variables. Perhaps this 1s not surprising because the issue 
again concerns the use of rural farm land. Our interviewers reported that 
some farmers objected to the loss of good farm land to water projects and 
others disliked the Idea of a great influx of people into their area for 
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recreational purposes. Perhaps more important was the general lack of firm 
support for more water-based recreation in all segments of the population. 
Small majorities or pluralities can hardly be considered strong support. 
Several reasons for this lack of support seem plausible, but would be best 
explored with an open-ended questionnaire. Some people responded that we had 
enough parks already. Perhaps living in a rather sparsely populated part of 
the country has reduced the need of its residents for parks and open spaces. 
Others may feel that the benefits are not worth the expenditure. Possibly, 
the work ethic is still very strong in this part of the United States and 
reflects a negative attitude toward recreation. Finally, there was consider- 
able opposition to large reservoirs in several areas of the basin, a situation 
which may have had some effect on responses to this issue. 

TABLE XXVI 

MORE LAKES AND PARKS BY DIRECT FA'RMING INTEREST 
Percentages 



Farmi ng 
Interest 



Di rect 
Interest 



No 

Interest 



Total 



Area 1 - Friend 



♦Agree 
Undecided 
Disagree 

N = 



50.0 
12.2 
37.7 
106 



52.7 
15.7 
31.4 
127 



51.5 
14.1 
34.3 
233 



x c = 1.235 
at 2 df 
p < .70 



Area 'c - Seward 



♦Agree 
Undecided 
Disagree 

• N = 



43.5 
10.0 
46/, 
140 



49.1 
18.0 
32.7 
238 



47.0 
15.0 
37.8 
378 



x 2 = 8.733 
at 2 df 
p < .02 



Area 3 - Henderson 

♦Agree 33.0 

Undecided 17.6 

Disagree 49.2 

N = 142 



58.5 
15.9 
25.5 

r\A 



43.2 
16.9 
39.8 
236 



x c = 16.560 
at 2 df 

P < .»! 



Area 4 - Beatrice 



♦Agree 
Undecided 
Disaqree 
N = 



41.3 
11.2 
46.9 
98 



64.2 
12.6 
23.1 
277 



58.4 
12.2 
29.3 
375 



x c = 20.368 
at 2 df 
p < .001 



♦denotes response favorable to conservation 
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TABLE XXVII 

KEEP PARKS OUT OF SMALL WATERSHED PROJECTS BY RESIDENCE 



Percentage 

°es1dence Rural Town Total 
Area 1 - Friend 

Agree 33.3 29.6 32.4 

Undecided 27.2 28.3 28.0 = 2.285 

♦Disagree 33.3 41.9 39.4 at 2 df 

N » 66 162 228 p < .50 

Area 2 - Seward 



Agree 33.9 28.1 29.7 



Agree 56.7 22.8 38.0 



Agree 53.7 32.3 36.2 



.2 



.2 



Undecided 13.5 27.7 23.8 x" = 28.261 

♦Disagree 52.4 44.0 46.3 at 2 df 

N = 103 270 373 p < .02 

Area 3 - Henderson 



2 „ oo nan \ 



Undecided 23.0 37.7 31.1 x^ = 28.060 

♦Disagree 20.1 39.3 30.7 at 2 df 

N = 104 127 231 p < .001 

Area 4 - Beatrice 



.2 



Undecided 13.4 20.7 19.3 ^ =. 10.852 

♦Disagree 32.8 46.9 44.3 at 2 df 

N » 67 294 361 p < .01 

♦denotes response favorable to conservation 



SPECIAL DISTRICTS 

During the 1972 session, the Nebraska Legislature completed final 
action on a bill creating Natural Resource Districts which would ultimately 
supercede and encompass existing Soil and Water Conservation Districts. The 
existing districts were usually organized on a county basis whereas the hew 
districts were designed to include all or a substantial portion of a watershed 
area on the assumption that such a jurisdiction would facilitate watershed 
development and conservation by coinciding with natural boundaries and problem 
areas. To test public opinion on this Issue, respondents were asked? "Have 
you heard anything about the newly proposed Natural Resource Districts?" 
Table XXVIII indicates that a large majority of the public had never heard of 
the Natural Resource Districts. Respondents who replied affirmatively were 



then asked to react to the statement that "The newly proposed Natural Resource 
Districts would be better than the present Soil and Water Conservation Dfs- 
tricts". Of those respondents who had previously answered H yes M , many were 
undecided as shown 1n Table XXIX. Since very few people were familiar with 
the proposqMdlstrlcts, the issue was also phrased conceptually by asking res* 
pondents tcrfeact to the statement that "Organizations for conserving soil 
and water should be smaller than a whole watershed area." The results were 
not very meaningful in the towns because about half the respondents were 
undecided. In the rural areas, people were more familiar with these concepts 
and generally preferred the smaller districts except in the Beatrice area 
where farmers have had much experience with small watershed projects. Statis- 
tical significance by residence is really due to the much greater number of 
undecided responses in the town areas. Table XXX presents the results by 
residence. 

TABLE XXVIII 



KNOWLEDGE OF NATURAL RESOURCE DISTRICTS 



Area 1 - friend 



Rural % Town % Total 



Yes 17.1 21.6 .0.2 .610 

No 82.8 78.3 79.7 a t 1 df 

N 70 157 227 p < .50 

Area 2 - Seward 

Yes 23.4 13.5 16.4 x 2 = 5.574 

No 76.5 86.4 83.5 at 1 df 

N 111 266 377 p < .02 

Area 3 - Henderson 

Yes 19.6 8,8 14.0 x 2 = 5.900 

No 80.3 91.2 85.9 at 1 df 

N 117 125 242 d < .02 



12.0 x 2 = .120 

87.9 . at 1 df 
365 p < .80 

Analysis by direct farming interest and occupation showed very similar 
results as people connected with farming indicated a preference for smaller 
districts except in the Beatrice survey and were less undecided. Jn the 
Seward and Henderson surveys, people in the upper Income groups were less 
undecided and had a greater tendency to favor small districts. However, in 
the Beatrice area, the top three income groups favored the larger districts. 
In the Friend area, there was a tendency to favor larger districts and be 
less undecided as educational level increased. In the Seward area, people 
over age 35 favored the smaller districts. People under age 35 were more 
evenly divided and more undecided. 



Area 4 - Beatrice 

Yes . "15^4 11.0 

No 84.5 88.9 

N 84 281 
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TABLE XXIX 

COMPARISON OF NATURAL RESOURCE DISTRICTS WITH PRESENT DISTRICTS 
Rural % Town V % Total 



Area 1 - Friend 



Agree 25.0 29.4 28.2 

Undecided 41.6 61.7 56.5 

Disagree 33.3 8.8 15.2 

N = 12 34 46 

Area 2 - Seward 

Agree 38.4 41.6 40.3 

Undecided 23.0 30.5 27.4 

Disagree 38.4 27.7 32.2 

N = 26 36 62 



Area 3 - Henderson 



Agree 43.4 45.4 44.1 

Undecided 30.4 45.4 35.2 

Disagree 26.0 9.0 20.5 

N= 23 11 34 

Area 4 - Beatrice 

Agree 46.1 25.8 31.8 

Undecided 23.0 54.8 45.4 

Disagree 30.7 19,3 22.7 

N = 13 31 44 



Attitudes concerning this issue seem quite fluid as indicated by the 
large number of undecided responses and by the fact that 49.7 percent of those 
respondents who were re-interviewed changed their position between surveys 
while a net change occurred only in the rural Henderson Area. Essentially, 
the new law creating the Natural Resources Districts was successfully enacted 
through the active support of an Interested and Informed elite. It certainly 
did not arise as a demand from public opinion, and few people at the time of 
the survey seemed aware of its existence. However, as the districts become 
an established part of the institutional structure of water conservation, 
public awareness and acceptance will probably increase. The new districts 
do not appear to impinge greatly on any economic interests and thus should 
arouse minimal opposition. 



IRRIGATION 



Irrigation has brought the benefits of stable crop production and 
greater yields to the farmers of the B1f) Blue River Basin. However, this 
irrigation has resulted in severe water table declines in the western part 
of the basin. The declines raise the possibility of much greater pumping 
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expense. Should Irrigation become Impossible, lower yields, great production 
variability, and loss of investment in irrigation equipment would occur. 
Given the dismal economic implications of a future water shortage, residents 
of the basin were presented with a series of statements concerning the problem. 

TABLE XXX 

LARGE VS. SMALL CONSERVATION DISTRICTS BY RESIDENCE 



Residence Rural 

Area 1 - Friend 

Agree 
Undecided 
♦Disagree 
N * 

Area 2 - Seward 

Agree 
Undecided 
♦Disagree 
N = 

Area 3 - Henderson 

Agree 
Undecided 
♦Disagree 
N = 

Area 4 - Beatrice 

Agree 34.3 

Undecided 23.8 

♦Disagree 41.7 

N = 67 



46.9 
.31.8 
21.2 
66 



51.4 
26.2 
22.3 
103 



43.2 
26.9 
29.8 
104 



Percentages 
Town 



26.5 
53.0 
20.3 
162 



30". 3 
48.1 
21.4 
270 



23.6 
64.5 
11.8 
127 



26.1 
49.3 
24.4 
294 



Total 



32.4 
46.9 
20.6 
228 



36.1 
42.0 
21.7 
373 



32.4 
47.6 
19.9 
231 



27.7 
44.5 
27.7 
361 



= 10.564 
at 2 df 
p < .01 



x^ = 17.706 
at 2 df 
p < .001 



x c = 33.111 
at 2 df 
p < .001 



x c = 15.118 
at 2 df 
d < .001 



♦denotes response favorable to conservation 

One statement, which proved not be very controversial, noted that 
"There should be no regulation on the amount of irrigation water pumped from 
streams". In all of the areas except Henderson, over 80 percent of the res- 
pondents disagreed with the statement. Perhaps few people were affected 
economically since our samples showed a very small number of surface-water 
irrigators. A few respondents did complain that some irrigators had ruined 
their fishing by using too much river water. Table XXXI presents the results. 
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TABLE XXXI 



PUMPING AN UNLIMITED AMOUNT OF WATER FROM STREAMS 

' Percentages 

Area 1 
Friend 



Area 2 


Area 3 


Area 4 


Seward 


Henderson 


Beatrice 


11.5 


18.1 


8.3 


4/8 


13.8 


7.4 


83.6 


67.9 


84.2 


373 


231 


361 



Agree 10.0 
Undecided 6.5 

♦Disagree 83.3 

N = 228 

*denotes response favorable to conservation 

More controversial were statements dealing with ground water irrigation. 
One method of conserving irrigation water would be to contain excess runoff 
at the end of a field and recycle it. To test this idea, respondents were 
requested to react to the statement that "Reuse of irrigation water should be 
required by law". The addition of legal sanction to the statement undoubtedly 
increased rural opposition because of possible increased costs and regulation 
of a farming method. However, in all four areas, a majority of the rural 
people supported the idea. Table XXXII presents the results. Much of the 
statistical significance in the table stems from the fact that the rural 
people were much less undecided than the townspeople. It probably indicates 
that rural people are rather knowledgeable about this problem. In the 
Henderson area, farmers and others with direct interest in farming were less 
favorable to the idea than other groups. There was no significant difference 
between farmers with irrigation and farmers without irrigation except in the 
Henderson area. And, although the significance test was valid, the number 
of non-irrigator farmers in the Henderson area was so small as to render any 
trend questionable. 

Respondents were also read the statement that "Irrigators should be 
able to use an unlimited amount of ground water". A majority disagreed with 
the statement in all survey areas, however, the Henderson area, which has 
had the greatest water table decline, had the smallest majority that disagreed 
with the statement. The percentage of people who disagreed with the statement 
increased as level of education increased. In the Seward and Beatrice areas, 
the difference was significant as indicated in Table XXXIII. A comparison 
of V scores suggests that the Friend area result would also have been signi- 
ficant with a larger sample size. In the Seward and Beatrice areas, people 
over 55 years of age had a greater tendency to agree with the statement. In 
the Beatrice survey, people who were retired and people in the lowest income 
category also had a greater tendency to agree with the statement. When non- 
irrigators and irrigators were compared, the irrigators had a greater ten- 
dency to agree with the statement in the Friend area. Table XXXIV presents 
those results. 
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TABLE XXXII 



Residence 

Area 1 - Friend 

*Agree 77.2 

Undecided 12.1 

Disagree 10.6 

N « 66 

Area 2 - Seward 

*Agree 71.8 

Undecided 9.7 

Disagree 18.4 

N = 103 

Area 3 - Henderson 

*Agree 51.9 

Undecided 9.6 

Disagree 38.4 

N = 104 

Area 4 - Beatrice 

*Agree 65.6 

Undecided /.4 

Disagree .26.8 

N = 67 

♦denotes favorable response 



REQUIRE REUSE OF IRRIGATION WATER 
Percentages 
Rural Town 



62.3 
19.1 
18.5 
162 



66.6 
21.1 
12.2 
270 



62.9 
17.3 
19.6 
127 



64.9 
20.4 
\ 14.6 
294 



Total 



66.6 
17.1 
16.2 
228 



68.0 
17.9 
13.9 
373 



58.0 
13.8 
28.1 
231 



65.0 
18.0 
16.8 
361 



x 
at 
P 



2 _ 



4.725 



2 df 

c .10 



x 2 = 7.762 
at 2 df 
p < .05 



x 2 = 10.823 
at 2 df 
p < .01 



x = 9.920 
at 2 df 
p < .02 



During the second survey, respondents were again asked to respond to 
the statement about unlimited water use and to a new item which stated that 
"Irrigation wells in this county should be metered by local conservation 
districts". This latter statement was designed to test willingness to enact 
regulations to alleviate the declining water table. Conservationists consider 
metering to be a relatively drastic remedy. When responses to the two state- 
ments were compared, it was clear- that 18 to 25 percent of the people who 
disagreed with unlimited use were unwilling to meter irrigation water. Per- 
haps they object to any governmental regulation or believe that the situation 
does not yet warrant regulation. Thus, there appears to be a gap between 
perception of wasteful water use and a willingness to prevent that waste by 
regulation. The responses to both statements are presented in Table XXXV. 
Residents of the Henderson area were decidedly less favorable to metering 
water than residents of other areas. In all areas except Henderson, a 
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plurality of rural residents actually favored metering irrigation water 
when respondents were compared by residence. Table XXXVI presents the 
results. Town residents were more undecided than rural residents who had a 
greater tendency to disagree with the statement, and a plurality of rural 
residents disagreed with the statement in the Henderson area. The Friend 
area difference is almost significant, and the V scores suggest it would be 
significant with a slightly larger sample. 

TABLE XXXIII 

USE UNLIMITED AMOUNT OF IRRIGATION WATER BY EDUCATION 







Percentages 








0-8 


9-12 


13 + 








Years 


Years 


Years 


Total 




Area 1 - Friend 












Agree 


31.4 


30.1 


15.0 


27.0 


x 2 = 6.996 


Undecided 


12.9 


n l 


7 £ 


10.7 


at 4 df 


♦Disagree ° 


55.5 


58.7 


77.3 


62.2 


p < .20 


N = 


54 


126 


53 


233 


v = .245 


Area 2 - Seward 




- 








Agree 


43.5 


25.1 


13.6 


9fi 7 




Undecided 


4.9 


12.5 


7.2 


8.9 


at 4 df 


♦Disagree 


51.4 


62.2 


79.0 


64.2 


p < .001 


N « 


101 


167 


110 


378 


v = .277 


Area 3 - Henderson 










Agree 


43.5 


38.7 


24.1 


36.4 


x 2 = 5.597 


Undecided 


6.4 


6.8 


10.3 


7.6 


at 4 df 


♦Disagree 


50.0 


54.3 


65.5 


55.9 


p < .30 


N = 


62 


116 


58 


236 


v = .154 


Area 4 - Beatrice 












Agree 


38.2 


23.3 


9.2 


24.0 


x 2 « 20.664 


Undecided 


11.2 


8.5 


13.1 


10.1 


at 4 df 


♦Disagree 


50.5 


68.0 


77.6 


65.8 


p < .001 


N = 


89 


210 


76 


375 


v « .235 



^denotes favorable response 

Responses to the statements on irrigation reflect some concern about 
the problem and some willingness to take action. The reaction of rural 
residents to several of the statements was especially interesting. A 
majority of rural residents in all four areas favored requiring the reuse 
of irrigation water, and a small majority of rural residents disagreed with 
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the statement that Irrigators should be able to use an unlimited amount of 
ground water (see Appendix III). Finally, a plurality of rural residents 
agreed with the statement on metering water 1n all areas except Henderson 
which has suffered the greatest decline. There 1s considerable Irrigation 
1n the Friend and Seward areas where a plurality of rural residents agreed 
with the statement. 



TABLE XXXIV 



USE UNLIMITED AMOUNT OF GROUNDWATER 



Farmers 

Friend Area 

Agree 
Undecided 
♦Disagree 
N = 



Percentages 
Irrigators Non-Irrigators 



39.2 
9.8 

50.9 
51 



12,2 
10.2 
77.5 
49 



Total 



26.0 
10.0 
64.0 
100 



x 2 = 9.752 
at 2 df 
p .01 



♦denotes favorable response 

TABLE XXXV 

UNLIMITED WATER USE AND METERING WATER BY AREA 



Percentages 

Area 1 Area 2 Area 3 Area 4 

Friend Seward Henderson Beatrice 



UNLIMITED WATER USE 



Agree 
Undecided 
♦Disagree 
N = 



22.6 
5.9 
71.3 
234 



18.0 
7.0 
74.8 
382 



36.2 
7.1 
56.5 
251 



19.7 
11.8 
68.3 
395 



METERING WATER 



♦Agree 49.1 49.7 35.6 51.5 

Undecided 20.9 38.7 25.2 26.6 

Disagree 29.9 21.4 39.2 21.8 

N = 234 382 250 394 



♦denotes favorable response 

A water shortage for irrigation purposes would directly damage local 
^arming operations and would probably have an adverse effect on the economy 
of many small towns. Many farmers seem to realize the gravity of the situa 
tion and the need for methods to conserve and regulate the use of water. 
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Legal compulsion arouses the most opposition among farmers, probably due to 
the potential for Interference and control of farming operations. Neverthe- 
less t most farmers seem to realize the necessity of solving the problem. 
Perhaps methods of local management and control would be most acceptable to 
rural residents. While the survey results show considerable opposition to 
regulation* the results also indicate that an even greater number of rural 
residents seem willing to have some action taken to solve the problem. 

TABLE XXXVI 



METERING WATER BY RESIDENCE 



Residence 

Area 1 - Friend 

*Agree 

Undecided 

Disagree 

Area 2 - Seward 

I 

*Agree / 
Undecided / 
Disagree / 

.. / 

Area 3 - Henderson 

♦Agree 
Undecided 
Disagree 
N = 

Area 4 - Beatrice 

♦Agree 
Undecided 
Disagree 
N = 



Rural 



47.5 
13.7 
38.7 
80 



42.5 
27.5 
30.0 
120 



34.4 
18.8 
46.7 
122 



4/. 2 
21.9 
30.7 
91 



Percentages 
Town 



50.0 
24.6 
25.3 
154 



53.0 
29.3 
17.5 
262 



36.7 
31.2 
32.0 
128 



52.8 
28.0 
19.1 
303 



Total 



49.1 
20.9 
29.9 
234 



49.7 
28.7 
21.4 

382 



35.6 
25.2 
39.2 
250 



51.5 
26.6 
21.8 
394 



x 2 « 6.238 
at 2 df 
p < .05 
v = .163 



x 2 « 8.394 
at 2 df 
p < .02 
v « .150 



x 2 « 7.338 
at 2 df 
p < .05 
v « .171 



x 2 = 5.720 
at 2 df 
p < .10 
v « .120 



♦denotes favorable response 

FLOOD CONTROL 



Residents who live near the Big Blue River and its tributaries have 
been menaced by flood threats on an average of every two years, and damage 
has been regularly inflicted upon both farm and town property. During the 



/ 
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survey people were given a series of statements concerning flood control. 
One Item that basically concerned the towns stated that "The city council 
should prohibit people from building on flood plains". There were very few 
differences between demographic groups on this statement, and a majority 
favored the idea 1n all areas. Table XXXVII presents the results. There 1s 
again the possibility that many people were not familiar with the Idea since 
41.2 percent of the respondents Interviewed changed their mind between sur- 
veys with a net change occurlng only 1n the rural Friend area. 



TABLE XXXVII 



PROHIBIT PEOPLE FROM BUILDING ON FLOOD PLAINS BY AREA 



Percentages 

Area 1 Area 2 Area 3 Area 4 

Friend Seward Henderson Beatrice 



66.0 


59.7 


61.8 


64.0 


17.5 


•20.3 


19.0 


15.7 


16.3 


19.8 


19.0 


20.2 


233 


378 


236 


375 



*Agree 
Undecided 
Disagree 
N = 

Small watershed projects have been utilized to impede erosion and flood- 
ing, particularly in the southern part of the basin. To test reaction to 
small watershed projects people were read the statement that "Small watershed 
projects are not a necessary expenditure". A majority of respondents 1n all 
areas disagreed with the statement. There were some differences 1n demographic 
categories. In three of the four areas, the lowest income group was signifi- 
cantly less favorable to small watershed projects. It appears that people 1n 
the lowest income bracket were less knowledgeable about such projects as evi- 
denced by the higher percentage of undecided responses in three areas. 
Table XXXVIII presents the results. In the Friend and Seward areas, people 
over 55 years of age and people with the least education were much less 
favorable to small watershed projects than other groups. Retired people 
were the least favorably inclined group in the Seward and Beatrice areas,, 
and farmers were among the. most favorably inclined groups in those two areas. 
As noted earlier, there is considerable overlap between the low Income, re- 
tired, and over 55 groups. In the Seward area, people with a direct interest 
in farming were more favorable than people with no direct Interest in farming. 
The concept of small watershed projects seems to be rather popular, especially 
in rural areas, and actually gained support between surveys as will be noted 
in the final section of this report. 

Dutch Elm disease, flooding, and siltation have hampered the capacity 
of many streams in the basin to carry runoff from heavy rains. For this 
reason, people were asked to respond to the statement that "The clearing of 
river channels is a waste of time and money". This statement produced some 
differences between farming and non-farming Interests with the latter being 
more favorably inclined to clear river channels. Table IXL presents an analy- 
sis by residence. Only the Henderson area failed to show a significant dif- 
ference. In the same three areas, people with direct farming interest were 
less favorably inclined than people with no direct farming Interest, and 
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retired people and farmers were lesc favorably Inclined than other occupation 
groups. Perhaps rural people believe that they may have to pay a dispropor- 
tionate share of the cost since river channels traverse predominately rural 
land. However, a majority of rural residents in three areas did disagree 
with the statement. In the Friend and Seward areas, people over 55 years of 
age and people with an eighth grade education oH less, were not as favorably 
Inclined to clear river channels as younger age groups and more educated 
groups. People with Incomes of less than $5,000 were less Inclined to support 
clearing of river channels than the other three Income groups 1n the Seward 
area. People who rent property were more inclined to support channel clear- 
ing than people who owned property in the Friend area\ In summary, despite 
some differences within demographic groups, a major1ty\of those interviewed 
supported the idea in all areas. 

TABLE XXXVIII 

SMALL WATERSHED PROJECTS UNNECESSARY BY INCOME 

Percentages 



Income 0- 


5,001- 


10,001- 








fDollarO 5 000 

\u\j i laid/ sJ , www 


10 000 

1 w 1 www 


15 000 

1 \J , www 


15 000+ 

1 %J , WWW ' 


Total 

1 w la 1 




Avpa 1 — FpipiiH 
ni ca i r 1 i cnu 












Agree 32.6 


14.6 


10.3 


18.7 


21.8 


x2 = 


Undecided 21.0 


29.2 


20.6 


0.0 


22.7 


at 6 


♦Disagree 46.3 


56.1 


68.9 


81.2 


55.4 


P < 


N = 95 


89 


29 


16 


229 




Area 2 - Seward 












Agree 26.4 


7.9 


14.2 


20.0 


15.5 


x2 = 


Undecided 30.3 


17.2 


12.8 


6.6 


19.2 


at 6 


♦Disagree 43.1 


74.8 


72.8 


73.3 


65.1 


P < 


N = 102 


151 


70 


30 


353 




Area 3 - Henderson 












Agree 23.3 


17.6 


17.3 


14.7 


18.6 


x2 = 


Undecided 30.0 


20.0 


10.8 


11.7 


19.5 


at 6 


♦Disagree 46.6 


62.3 


71.7 


73.5 


61.7 


P < 


N - 60 


85 


46 


34 


255 




Area 4 - Beatrice 












Agree 28.5 


11.8 


12.3 


13.6 


17.2 


X 2 = 


Undecided 27.6 


15.1 


16.4 


9.0 


18.9 


at 6 


♦Disagree 43.7 


73.0 


71.2 


77.2 


63.7 


P < 


N = 112 


152 


73 


22 


359 





df 
.01 



35.416 
df 
.001 

10.979 
df 
.10 



df 
.001 



♦denotes favorable response 
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TABLE IXL 



CLEARING OF RIVER CHANNELS BY RESIDENCE 
Percentages 

Residence 

Area 1 - Friend 

Agree 
Undecided 
♦Disagree 
N * 

Area 2 - Seward 

Agree 
Undecided 
♦Disagree 
N = 

Area 3 - Henderson 

Agree 
Undecided 
♦Disagree 
N = 

Area 4 - Beatrice 

Agree 
Undecided 
♦Disagree 

N * 

♦Denotes favorable response 

The question of large reservoirs also had a tendency to divide farming 
and non-farming Interests. Large reservoirs have been an accepted method 
for impounding water to prevent flood damage farther downstream. However, 
people engaged 1n farming were consistently less favorable to large reser- 
voirs than other groups. Many rural people told our Interviewers that such 
projects would waste good farm land and remove more prople from farming. 
The same people often expressed a preference for small dams. During the 
first survey respondents were asked\to react to the statement that "Large 
reservoirs should be constructed tolprotect against flood damage 11 . In 
three of four areas, people with direct interest 1n farming were signifi- 
cantly less favorable to the idea than people with no direct Interest in 
farming. Table XL presents the analysis by farming interest. Townspeople 
were significantly more favorable to large reservoirs than rural people 1n 
the Seward and Beatrice areas. People with more than an eighth grade educa- 
tion were much more favorable to large reservoirs than people with less edu- 
cation in the Beatrice area. 



Rural 


Town 


Total 




31.8 


18.5 


22.3 


x 2 * 8.795 


25.7 


17.9 


20.1 


at 2 df 


42.4 


63.5 


57.4 


p < .02 


66 


162 


228 




27.1 


12.5 


16.6 


x 2 = 13.623 


7.7 


15.9 


13.6 


at 2 df 


65.0 


71.4 


69.7 


p < .01 


103 


270 


373 




25.9 


19.6 


22.5 


x d « 1.603 


18.2 


22.8 


20.7 


at 2 df 


55.7 


57.4 


56.7 


p < .30 


104 


127 


231 




29.8 


13.6 


16.6 


x 2 = 10.391 


13.4 


16.6 


16.0 


at 2 df 


56.7 


69.7 


67.3 


p < .01 


67 


294 


361 
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TABLE XL 



CONSTRUCTION OF LARGE RESERVOIRS BY FARMING INTEREST 



Percentages 



Farmi ng 


Direct 


No 






Interest 


Interest 


Interest 


Total 




Area 1 - Friend 










*Agree 


61.3 


72.4 


67.3 


x 2 = 3.637 


Undecided 


16.0 


13.3 


14.5 


at 2 df 


Disagree 


22.6 


14.1 


18.0 


p < .20 


N = 


106 


127 


233 





Area 2 - Seward 



♦Agree 
Undecided 


59.2 


72.6 


67.7 


X 2 


= 25. 


495 


13.5 


19.3 


17.1 


at 


2 Tif 




Disagree 


27.1 


7.9 . 


15.0 


P < 


.001 




N = 


140 


238 


378 








Area 3 - Henderson 














♦Agree 


60.5 


79.7 


68.2 


X 2 


= 10. 


058 


Undecided 


21.1 


12.7 


17.7 


at 


2 df 




Disagree 


18.3 


7.4 


13.9 


P < 


.01 




N = 


142 


94 


236 








Area 4 - Beatrice 














♦Agree 


65.3 


80.8 


76.8 


X 2 


= 12. 


238 


Undecided 


15.3 


11.9 


12.8 


at 


2 df 




Disagree 


19 3 


7.2 


10.4 


P < 


.01 




N = 


98 


277 


375 









^denotes favorable response 

When people were queried about the advisability of having a large dam 
and reservoir in their area, support for the large reservoirs dropped drama- 
tically. Since reservoir sites have been proposed in the Friend and Seward 
areas, it was possible to make such a comparison. During the second survey, 
people were again read the statement about large reservoirs. They were also 
read a statement concerning the specific reservoirs proposed for the Big Blue 
River Basin. Table XLI presents an analysis of responses by residence to 
both the general and specific statements for each survey area. 

It seems evident from the analysis that large flood control dams are 
not a popular concept in the Big Blue River Basin. Only the Beatrice area 
responded with a favorable majority, and that was a rather slim major y of 
51.7 percent. Another 31.2 percent of the Beatrice area residents were 



47 



TABLE XLI 
LARGE RESERVOIRS BY RESIDENCE 
Percentages 

Residence Rural Town Total 

Area 1 - Friend (Large Reservoirs - General Statement) 



♦Agree 


62.5 


75.6 71.1 


x 2 = 5.355 


Undeci ded 


15.0 


12.5 13.3 


at 2 df 


Disagree 


22.5 


11.8 15.5 


p < .10 


N « 


80 


152 232 






(Large Flood Control 


Dam on Turkey Creek) 




♦Agree 


35.0 


25.9 29.0 


x 2 * 6.473 


Undeci ded 


18.7 


34.4 29.0 


at 2 df 


Disagree 


46.2 


39.6 41.8 


p < .05 


N = 


80 


154 234 





Area 2 - Seward (Large Reservoirs - General Statement) 

♦Agree 53.7 69.9 64.9 x 2 =24.354 

Undecided 10.0 15.9 14.1 at 2 df 

Disagree 36.1 14.0 20.9 p < .001 

N = 119 263 382 

(Large. Flood Control Dam on Lincoln Creek West of Seward) 

♦Agree 20.1 35.4 30.7 x 2 = 12.340 

Undecided ; 43.6 42.3 42.7 at 2 df 

Disagree 36.1 22.1 26.5 p < .01 

N = 119 262 381 

(Large Flood Control Dam Near Beaver Crossing) 

♦Agree 16.8 34.3 28.8 x 2 = 33. ng 

Undecided 32.7 43.8 40.4 at 2 df 

Disagree 50.4 21.7 30.7 p, < .001 

N = 119 262 381 

Area 3 - Henderson (Large Reservoirs - General Statement) 

♦Agree 71.4 74.4 72.9 x 2 = 3.219 

Undecided 10.9 15.2 13.1 at 2 df 

Disagree 17.6 10.4 13.9 p < .30 

N * 119 125 244 



TABLE XLI (Continued) 



Residence Rural Town Total 

Area 3 - Henderson (Lafrje Flood Control Dams on the Upper Big Blue River) 



♦Agree 


37.7 


45.7 


41.8 


X 2 = 


5. 


Undecided 


35.2 


39.5 


37.4 


at 2 


df 


Disagree 


27.0 


14.7 


20.7 


P < 


.10 


N = 


122 \ 


129 


251 







Area 4 - Beatrice (Large Reservoirs - General Statement) 

*Agree 64,8 76.8 74.1 x 2 = 23.017 

Undecided 8.7 15.1 13.7 at 2 df 

Disagree 26.3 7.9 12.1 p < .001 

N = 91 303 394 

(Large Flood Control Dams on the Upper Big Blue River) 

♦Agree 45.0 53.7 51.7 x 2 = 11,228 

Undecided 26.3 32.6 31.2 at 2 df 

Disagree 28.5 13.5 , 17.0 p < .01 

N = 91 303 394 

♦denotes favorable response. 

.undecided, and this is the downstream ^area that would stand to benefit from 
flood protection which the dams would offer. In the survey areas near the 
proposed reservoir sites, opposition increased. Both rural residents and 
townspeople were opposed to the Turkey Creek dam in the Friend area. Rural 
and town residents were somewhat divided in the Seward area with over 40 
percent of the town residents undecided on two of the three statements. 
There was some organized opposition to the Beaver Crossing Dam which might 
be reflected in the greater rural opposition to that proposal. There was 
also a great drop 1n support from the general to the specific statement in 
the Henderson area, although more people favored the idea than opposed it. 
The Henderson area is well upstream from the proposed sites. 

Flood control did not seem to be a major concern of most respondents. 
There was support for flood plain control and channel clearing, however, that 
support seemed to lack commitment. 38 to 41 percent of the re-interviewed 
respondents changed their position on these statements which probably reflects 
some lack of familiarity with the proposals. Large reservoirs were distinctly 
unpopular as specific proposals, and there was a dramatic decline in support 
for the specific large dams in both rural and town areas. Evidently much 
more progress would he possible through the use of small watershed projects. v 
These are very popular in the rural areas which should guarantee that opposi- 
tion to further development would be minimal. Many fanners commented that 
such projects conserved their soil and usually did not take much land out of 
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production. Government financial aid for these projects has probably en- 
hanced their popularity. 

This concludes the discussion of public attitudes toward specific 
issues. The following section contains an analysis of attitude change. 



\ 
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PART III 
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ATTITUDE CHANGE 



Social science literature is replete with studies of attitude change. 
Many of these studies were conducted under conditions that allowed for res- 
triction of extraneous influences and use of control groups. This study in- 
volved field work under conditions that did not allow for control of extraneous 
influences. Comment on literature in part three will be restricted to those 
studies most related to this, investigation. 

Attempts to measure attitude change must contend with the possibility 
that the initial test or survey situation sensitizes test subjects and conse- 
quently hinders efforts to measure change. Research on this subject has reaped 
a myriad of conflicting results. For example, Nosanchuk and Marchak using 
a semantic differential found that subjects were sensitized by the questions 
rather than preliminary exposure to information. They concluded that as a 
result of the theory of cognitive dissonance subjects strived for consistency 
in answers between the first and second tests. A study by Lazarsfeld used 
four groups of 600 respondents which were divided between a panel group which 
was interviewed six times and three control groups which were interviewed 
only twice. He found that differences . between the panel and control groups 
were negligible except for a greater tendency among panel members to answer 
"don't know". * 

Previous studies indicate that a variety of factors engender attitude 
change or apparent attitude change. Some respondents apparently have changed 
their answer from a "no opinion" response to an alternative response because 
of the humiliating experience of the first interview. There has also been a 
tendency for people wnohave no views to answer interview statements randomly.' 3 
A study of news commentator effect found that mass communication- strikingly 
increased audience knowledge of the content area covered. Opinion did change 
in the direction of the commentator's statements although not as rapidly as 
the growth of knowledge content. One study concluded that educational efforts 
had a moderating effect on broad policy questions by moving opinions from ex- 
tremes toward the center of a continuium. . The educational methods consisted 
of meetings and workshops conducted for people attending a labor convention. 
The change was in the intensity of the view, not in basic orientation.^ 



1 T.A. Nosanchuk and M.P. Marchak, "Pretest Sensitization and Attitude 
Change." Public Opinion Quarterly , Vol. XXXIII, No. 1, Spring 1969, pp. 107-111. 

2 Lazarsfeld, Paul F". , "Repeated Interviews as a Tool for Studying Changes 
in Opinion and their Causes", American Statistical Association Bulletin , 1941, 

2:3-7. 

3 Leo P. Crespi, "Interview Effect in Polling", Public Opinion Quarterly , 
Vol. 12 (Spring, 1948), pp. 100, 108. 

4 Howard E. Freeman, H. Ashley Weeks, and Walter J. Wertheimer, "News 
Commentator Effect: A Study in Knowledge and Opinion Change", Public Opinion 
Quarterly , Vol. 19, (Summer 1955), p. 215. 

5 William T. Bell, "An Example of Changing Views of a Control Group" 
Public Opinion Quarterly, Vol. 19 (Spring 1955) p. 95. 
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Another study utilizing a chi -square test found that anticipated debate de- 
termined the preference of the initially uncommitted, but strengthened and 
polarized the initially committed regardless of the quality of the two pre- 
sentations. The experiment was conducted with college psychology students 
as subjects and actual debate was not utilized. A study by Tannebaum reach- 
ed a similar conclusion that susceptibility to change was inversely propor- 
tional to intensity of the initial attitude. Another study concluded that 
new opinion and new behavior must be accompanied by supportive environmental 
change if the new opinion is to achieve stability and permanence. 

Several studies have been concerned with attitude change on water re- 
sources issues* One study using a panel measured attitude change in a contro- 
versy over a proposal for a large dam on the Wakarusa River in Kansas. Sur- 
veys were taken about one year apart, and during the interval between surveys 
the Wakarusa Watershed Association was formed and waged a vigorous campaign 
against the large dam and in favor of watershed treatment through better 
land management and a series of smaller dams. The second survey found a 
net gain of 8 percent in support of watershed treatment from 45 percent to 
53 percent, a 6 percent decline in support for the large dam, from 23 per- 
cent to 1/ parent, and a g 2 percent decline in those who were undecided from 
32 percent to 30 percent. Although maximum net change was only 8 percent, 
a total of 33 percent changed from one category to the other. Baur attributed 
the change to public meetings and interpersonal communication between residents 
of the area who discussed the issue. He also found that the appeal to group 
values prevailed over the apparent self-interest of downstream residents who 
exhibited the greatest change in opposition to the large dam. 10 A study in 
Mississippi compared attitudes preceding and subsequent to watershed develop- 
ment projects over a time span of six years. Experience with watershed de- 
velopment increased favorable evaluations of the project from 39.4 percent 
to 54.1 percent of those landowners who were aware of the project. On spe- 
cific items there were nine positive changes, four ^gative changes, and 
nine items for which there was little or no change. 

The third objective of this research was to test and compare methods 
of communicating knowledge about water conservation problems. To accomplish 
this purpose, four test areas were chosen within the basin, and a different 
method of communication or variation thereof was utilized in each test area. 



D David 0. Sears, Jonathan L. Freedman, and Edward F. O'Conner, Jr., 
"Effects of Anticipated Debate and Commitment on the Polarization of Audience 
opinion", Public Opinion Quarterly , Vol. 28 (Winter 1964) p. 627. 

^ Percy H. Tannenbaun, " Initial Attitude Toward Source and Concept as 
Factors in Attitude Change Through Communi cation", Public Opinion Quarterly , 
Vol. 20 (Summer 1956), p. 414. 

o 

Leun Festinger, "Behavioral Support for Opinion Change", Public 
Opinion Quarterly , Vol. 28, (Fall 1964) p. 416. 

9 Baur, p. 214 

10 Ibid ., pp. 214, 221, 224-225. 

11 John H. Peterson, Jr., arid Peggy J. Ross, pp. 13-20. 
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The Friend vicinity (Area 1) was saturated on a residence basis with a popu- 
larized and abridged version of the Big Blue River Basin Report prepared by 
members of the Agricultural Extension Service of the University of Nebraska. 
Canvassers attempted to contact every residence in the area, briefly explained 
the report, and asked residents to read it. When residents were not at home, 
a written explanation was left at the door with the report. This method brought 
very specific information about the water resources problems of the basin to 
virtually every residence in the test area. 
"j 

,In the Seward region (Area 2), a series of four public meetings was 
jointly sponsored by the Seward County Cooperative Extension Service, the 
Seward County Soil and Water Conservation District, the Seward County Ground- 
water Conservation District, Vision 17, and Doane College. The meetings were 
held on different nights in a separate part of the county and focused primar- 
ily on the Issues of flood control, groundwater Irrigation, and water impor- 
tation. The panel discussion format was utilized with panels composed of 
resource experts from state and county governmental agencies. Considerable 
opportunity was provided for questions and discussion from the floor. This 
method of communication allowed for response to questions by informed re- 
source specialists and leaders. Possible disadvantages of the method in- 
cluded exposure to a small number of people, and attraction of only those 
people who were already interested in the problem and committed to a parti- 
cular viewpoint. Approximately 200 people attended the four meetings. 

A series of 10 special feature news stories was published in the news- 
papers in the Henderson and Beatrice regions (Areas .3 and 4). The articles 
considered many of the issues raised in the Big Blue River Basin Report Sum- 
mary but were not as detailed in their information and were more varied in 
the viewpoints which were presented. 13 The Henderson News is a weekly paper 
covering a rural farming community, and it was hypothesized that coverage in 
such a paper would be very effective since the Henderson News is the chief 
source of news reporting for a rather cohesive community. The articles ap- 
peared consecutively in 10 weekly installments. The Beatrice Sun 1s a much 
larger daily newspaper covering a wider area, and all 10 articles appeared 
over a period of about two weeks. It was hypothesized that the articles 
probably would be less visible in the Beatrice Sun since it is a larger 
paper. Assuming that the articles would be read, this media offered the 
possibility of reaching a rather large audience with relative ease. 

In the Friend area, the educational program followed the initial sur- 
vey by about three weeks. Over two months elapsed between the educational 
program and the final survey. The educational programs followed the initial 
survey by three months in the other three test areas. The final surveys 
comnenced about one month after the educational programs in these three areas 
were completed. 



xc Dean D. Axthelm, Harold H. Gilman, Richard A. Wiese, David R. Miller, 
Howard L. Wiegers, and Jay P. Hoiman, The Big Blue River Basin ( Report Sum- 
mary ) , Lincoln, Nebr., University of NlEralTTa Agricultural Extension Service. 

13 See Appendix V for the text of the articles. 
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The second surveys utilized the same sample sizes as the first surveys 
in all four areas. However, in each area 50 percent of the potential respon- 
dents were drawn from people previously interviewed, and the other 50 percent 
were new potential respondents. This plan was used to provide a panel to 
analyze gross change and actual attitude movement among individuals. Select- 
ing a completely new set of potential respondents would have allowed only the 
measurement of net change. Division of potential second survey respondents 
also facilitated an investigation of possible sensitizing effects from the 
first interview through a comparison of the responses of old and new respon- 
dents to the statements which appeared in both surveys. Out of 160 possible 
comparisons, there were only four cases (2H percent) where there was a sta- 
tistically significant difference between the responses of old and new res- 
pondents.' 4 Consequently, it was concluded that the sensitization effect 
was minimal . 

NET ATTITUDE CHANGE 

An assessment of the effects of the educational programs was accomplish- 
ed by the measurement of net attitude change. Samples from the four survey 
areas were divided into rural and town segments since these two variables * 
often disclosed the greatest attitude differences. Had the two variables, 
been combined for this measurement, a slight variation in the size of each 
subgroup from the first to second survey might have influenced the net change 
totals and resulted in spurious conclusions. Likewise, for this measurement, 
the strongly agree - agree and strongly disagree - disagree categories were 
combined to reduce the possibility of change induced by different interviewers. 
Thus, net change from the first to the second survey was measured separately 
for rural and town respondents in each survey area on only three basic at- 
titude positions - agree, undecided, and disagree. The chi -square test of 
significance was applied to the net change totals with the 5 percent level 
used as the criteria for significant change. These results for each state- 
ment in each area are presented in Appendix VI. The number of positive and 
negative significant net changes for the rural and town groups in each sur- 
vey area were then totaled and are presented in Table XLII. 

TABLE XLII 

QUANTITY AND DIRECTION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGE 



Friend Seward Henderson Beatrice 

Rural 1+ 3- 3+ 3- 1+ 1- 2+ 1- 

Town 6+ 0- 3+ 0- 0+ 0- 1+ 0- 



Rural-Town 
Totals 

7+ 8- 
10+ 0- 



+ - 

Totals 7+ 3- 6+ 3- 1+ 1- 3+ 1- 17+ 8- 

Combined 

Totals 10 9 2 4 25 



IH To reduce the probability of sensitization, respondents were not 
informed that there might be a second interview. 
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While Table XLII indicates basic trends, exclusive use of the chi- 
square test introduces certain difficulties for a close analysis of the 
comparative effectiveness of the media tested. The statistical significance 
of chi-square is directly related to sample size. When the proportions in 
table cells remain the same and the sample size is doubled, the value of chi- 
square also doubles. This bias in favor of larger samples affects our com- 
parative analysis of media impact because subsamole sizes vary from 150 in 
rural Friend to 598 in urban Beatrice. Consequently, the possibility of find- 
ing statistical significance in urban Beatrice is four times greater than 
finding it in rural Friend. This bias can be corrected by application of 
Cramer's V to make all the values comparable. 15 The V z formula was applied 
to the largest sample with the minimum chi-square score for 5 percent signi- 
ficance and yielded a V 2 value of .0107. Using .0107 as a benchmark, all V* 
values greater than .0107 for samples smaller than 598 were considered as 
evidence of significant attitude change. Using the t/ 2 values a more sensi- 
tive comparison of net change between rural and town areas emerges. The re- 
sults are presented in Table XLIII. 

TABLE XLIII 

QUANTITY AND DIRECTION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGE USING V 2 SCORES 

Rural -Town 





Friend 


Seward 


Henderson 


Beatrice 


Totals 


Rural 


3+ 6- 


6+ 6- 


5+ 4- 


.3+ 5- 


17+ 21- 


Town 


10+ 1- 


3+ 1- 


3+ 0- 


1 H 0- 


17+ 2- 


+ - 

Totals 


13+ 7- 


9+ 7- 


8+ 4- 


4+ 5- 


34+ 23- 


Combined 












Totals 


20 


16 


12 


9 
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Analysis of Table XLIII suggests a number of conclusions. Using \r 
values as evidence of attitudp change, there were 57 changes out of a pos- 
sible number of 160 or 35.6 percent. Such change of attitude or opinion was 
more prevalent in the rural areas where there were 38 instances of change 
out of a possible 80 or 47.5 percent. In the towns there were only 19 ex- 
amples of change or 23.7 percent of the total possible. Thus, it would ap- 
pear that the educational programs had a greater impact in the rural areas. 
This was probably due to a greater interest of rural residents in the subjects 
discussed in the educational programs and the surveys. Most of the issues 
discussed concerned agriculture directly, and most remedial actions would have 
the greatest effect on agricultural operations. This becomes more apparent 
when the direction of change is considered. Rural respondents were much 
more divided with 17 positive changes and 21 negative changes toward water 

15 Formula o x 2 v r-1 , . v Min. refers to either r-1 or c-1 
v = n x S-l vmin * ; whichever is smaller. 
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resources issues. Considerations of cost, farming practices, and governmental 
control probably had some influence on negative change where the issues were 
clearly perceived. The analysis of issues did indicate that rural respon- 
dents had a tendency to view many of the proposals less favorably than town 
residents. Town residents exhibited much less attitude change, but most of 
the change was positive in direction with 17 positive changes and 2 negative 
changes. These town results can probably be attributed to a lower interest 
in the issues and less risk in terms of cost and interference from implemen- 
tation of the implied policy iniatives contained in the questionnaire. That 
there was a total of nine more positive than negative attitude changes is 
attributable to the positive changes among town respondents. 

Few patterns emerged from changes on specific issues. Small water- 
shed projects were predictably popular with four positive and no negative 
changes. Finally, there were no positive and three negative changes against 
the concept of management organizations for a whole watershed area. 

Some differences in the effectiveness of the various educational 
media were apparent. However, the conclusions must be accepted with s.ome 
caution. Many of the statistically significant changes involved a movement 
of only 8 or 9 percentage points, the time span for change was a relatively 
brief three to four months, some change might have been attributable to the 
different problems and characteristics of the areas surveyed, there was no 
way to control extraneous sources of influence although no such influences 
were discovered, and, finally, some net change may have been the result of 
random guessing by respondents. 

With these caveats in mind, several conclusions seem possible. First 
of all, the impact of the newspapers was somewhat less than, the other methods 
that were utilized, even though the press potentially offered the greatest 
exposure to the widest audience over a longer period of time. The articles 
were prominently placed as special features in both newspapers. Apparently, 
either the articles did not fare well in competition with other items for 
the readers attention or, if read, did not have as much influence as the other 
media that were utilized. It is obvious that there are numerous items in the 
newspapers so that a reader's attention may be very brief and divided among 
the many articles, or possibly the reader is rather selective and virtually 
ignores some articles. It is also likely that certain items such as ads and 
sporting news are more popular than regular news items. Perhaps placing the 
information in ads would have been more effective. Also, the views expressed 
in the news stories were less explicit and direct than the information pre- 
sented in the pamphlets and public meetings. Although we had anticipated a 
greater impact in the weekly Henderson News, the difference between its in- 
fluence and that of the daily Beatrice Sun was very slight. To conclude that 
the newspapers had less influence than the other media used in the experiment 
is not to say that the newspapers had no effect. There were 21 changes out 
of a possible 80 or 26.2 percent of the statements. Continued coverage of 
water resources problems by newspapers over a long period of time would pro- 
bably increase public knowledge and awareness of those problems. When an 
issue becomes very controversial and prominent as a result of action, a 
newspaper's impact in conveying this knowledge would undoubtedly be very 
great and is obviously indispensable. However, in this study of attitude 
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change over a short time period on issues evoking only a moderate amount of 
interest, the impact of the newspapers was less than that of the other methods 
tested. 

• In Seward County, four public meetings were held which featured a panel 
of experts in the water resources field and the opportunity for questions and 
discussion. The meetings were advertised in the press and were held on 
separate evenings in Milford, Seward, Utica, and Beaver Crossing. Approxi- 
mately 200 people attended th& four meetings and most of those people were 
from rural areas. In view of the relatively small number of people attending 
the meetings in relation to the total rural population of the area, it was 
initially surprising to find more net change in rural Seward County than in 
any other rural area. Also, the meetings probably attracted people who were 
already interested in water resources problems. Upon further investigation, 
however, several factors seem to have enhanced the effectiveness of these 
public meetings as methods for communicating programatic ideas in the water 
resources field. As already noted, the issues discussed through the various 
media were apparently of more interest to rural residents. Rural residents 
in Seward County had the additional advantage of meeting with experts in the 
field. Many of the panelists were prominently known for their water resources 
work in Nebraska, and some have been influential at the policy level. This 
situation may have increased the level of interest and attendance. From 
discussion with rural residents, it was apparent that rural people in south- . 
east Nebraska have an informal, but somewhat effective communications net- 
work of their own. Many of these people, although isolated on individual , 
farms, visit with their neighbors at church functions, salesbarns, auctions, 
shopping centers, taverns, and organizational meetings. This proclivity for 
fraternization is most pronounced during the slack winter months when the 
four public meetings were held. Consequently, there was ample opportunity 
for those in attendance at water resources meetings to discuss the issues 
with their neighbors, thus expanding their influence and the influence of 
the meetings. That such communications phenomena occur in rural areas was 
noted in the aforementioned study by Baur.' 6 Evidence to the effect that 
this phenomena did occur in Seward County is admittedly impressionistic and 
based on a few chance interviews since this problem in interpretation was 
not anticipated. This meager evidence does offer some explanation for the 
fact that the public meetings seem to have had greater influence in rural 
areas than any other method. 

The educational program in the Friend area seems to have evoked the 
most change, in fact more than twice the amount of change in the Beatrice 
area. In part, the relatively greater influence of this method seems to have 
been due to the saturation coverage which contacted virtually every residence 
in the area, many of them in person. The information given to the resident 
was very factual and specific in its policy recommendations. This afforded 
residents a clearer idea what might be proposed, and may have prompted an 
assessment by many individuals of the impact upon them personally. For ex- 
ample, one section of the pamphlet discussed recreational needs and included 
a map of proposed reservoir sites, one of which was to be located partially 



6 Baur, p. 224. 
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within the Friend survey area where it would apparently inundate some land. 
This issue was also discussed in Seward County where two reservoirs had been 
proposed. The second survey recorded a 23.7 percent decline in support for 
lakes and parks in the rural Friend area. A 25.3 percent decline was report- 
ed in rural Seward County. (See Appendix Vl). Apparently such specific in- 
formation induced more negative than positive change in rural Friend, arid 
five of the six negative changes in that area concerned items that could have 
had some effect on rural residents (feedlots, lakes, parks, reuse of irriga- 
tion water, and special districts). However, there were two other positive 
changes in excess of 10 percent in rural Friend which were not valid statis- 
tically because of several low cell frequencies. This suggests that the 
canvass and the public meetings had a similar effect. 

In the town of Friend, the opposite trend was noted with 10 positive 
changes and one negative change on 20 statements or 55 percent of the items. 
Only two of the items affected town residents directly, and the one negative 
item concerned special districts which was a poorly understood concept, es- 
pecially in towns and cities. Consequently, the canvass method of presenting 
, specific information was very effective in evoking some positive change of 
attitude over a short period of time in an area where the economic and regula- 
tory impact of the proposals would be relatively slight. 

When the number of attitude changes for the canvass and public meeting 
methods are combined, the total is 36 changes out of 80 statements or 45 per- 
cent of the items. This compares with 21 out of 80 statements or 26.2 per- 
cent of the items for the two newspapers. An additional reason for the greater 
influence of the former two methods may be the factor of personal involvement 
and contact with other individuals. In the case of the public meetings, the 
individual has expended some extra effort to attend, and since his interest 
in the subject is probably greater than average, he perhaps communicates his 
knowledge and views to other individuals. Thus, he has a more intense ex- 
perience than the individual who only reads the newspaper. The canvass method 
is also one of personal experience and personal involvement. The recepient 
of the information experiences an unexpected intrusion into his realm of 
thought. Of course, such an intrusion may be offensive and negate any in- 
clination, to read the distributed material. However, such encounters can be 
pleasant, and if so, the information is conveyed in an interesting and per- 
sonal way, set in bold relief when compared to many sources of information. 
Certainly the method of delivering and presenting the pamphlet should call 
attention to it in a way that is not possible with most newspaper articles 
or television reports. It should also be noted that the canvass was conducted 
by relatively inexperienced strangers to the community. In a different con- 
text, more impressive results might be possible. 

Similar results were indicated in an early study of voting behavior 
which found that personal influence was apparently more important than the 
news media in determining voting decisions because personal contact had a 
tendency to reach people not exposed to the media. "On an average day, at 
least 10 percent more people' participated in discussions about the elections - 
either actively or passively - than listened to a major speech or read about 
campaign items in a newspaper". " 

> 



17 Paul F. Lazarsfeld et al., The People's Choice , (New York: Columbia 
University Press, 1948), pp. 150-151. 
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Obviously several other methods of communication were not tested. 
Televison offers a pleasing, if somewhat expensive alternative. This method 
might suffer selection problems at the hands of the potential information 
recipient similar to that of newspaper items, although it would probably be 
effective over a long period of time. Use of the mail is another alternative, 
although this is so widely used that & large portion of mailed items may be 
quickly spirited into the waste basket. 

If this section of the research has any message, it is that personal 
involvement, experience, and interaction has an impact on the recipients of 
information. Perhaps this is the reason for the popularity of public meet- 
ings in small towns and rural areas. The advantages of having well-informed 
and interesting presentations for people who have made the effort to attend 
a meeting seem obvious. These people who are already interested have some 
potential for affecting the outcome of an issue and the attitudes of their 
neighbors. The previously cited study^ 8 noted that such activity was very 
successful in changing attitudes to oppose the construction of a large re- 
servoir. The advantages of a Canvass or some variant of it are less obvious. 
*Such a method can require many canvassers, much time, and considerable ex- 
pense. However, where a requisite number of volunteers is available, such 
a method might be feasible. It is certainly possible to envision a scenario 
where a nucleus of local people, having developed a watershed plan or pro- 
ject that would benefit many people and impinge upon few interests, actively 
visit most of their neighbors on a residence basis to build support for 
their project. If the canvassers were local people who were well-informed 
and respected, the efforts might well be very effective. Successful small 
watershed development in Gage County, Nebraska some years ago was aided by 
a series of small neighborhood meetings held in people's homes. Field work 
with small groups or on a residence basis by extension specialists has ad- 
vantages similar to those tested here and might be even more effective be- 
cause of favorable meeting circumstances and the amount of expertise in- 
volved. 

GROSS ATTITUDE CHANGE 

Use of the panel method allowed investigators to explore the dimensions 
of gross change. Since some people were re-interviews, it was possible to 
determine the exact movement of attitudes for these people. Tabulations of 
gross change indicated that an average of 35 percent of the respondents were 
changing their attitude from one of the three basic positions (agree, unde- 
cided, or disagree), although there was a wide difference in gross change 
between statements. This degree of gross change seemed rather large when 
compared to the more modest net change percentages. A previously cited study 
also noted a rather large percentage of gross change. ,y This large gross 
change suggested several questions for analysis. What types of people were 
most prone and least prone to change their attitude? Was there any signifi- 
cant difference between demographic groups in the direction of attitude 
change? To what extent did gross change represent random guessing by 



J5 Baur, p. 224. 
19 Ibid., p. 214. 
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respondents who had no firm attitude formulated? The first two questions 
were relatively easy to analyze, but answers to the last question were much 
more tentative. 

To explore the relative frequency of gross attitude change, respon- 
dents were ranked in the order of the number of attitude changes between 
surveys > and change was computed conservatively on the basis of three basic 
categories - agree, undecided, and disagree. Respondents were then divided 
at the mid-point of these totals into groups representing frequent change 
and infrequent change. The frequent and infrequent changers were then com- 
pared on the basis of key demographic variables. Respondents from all four 
surveys were combined to insure- an adequate number for analysis. 

The analysis found a considerable difference between rural and town 
residents with respect to the frequency of attitude changes. These results 
are presented in Table XLIV. 

TABLE XLIV 



RESIDENCE AND FREQUENCY OF ATTITUDE CHANGE 



Percentages 

Infrequent Frequent 
Residence Change Change 



Rural 
Town 



39.8 
57]5 



15.245 at 1 df 



.CC1 



60.1 
42.4 



178 
441 
619 



Sixty percent of the rural residents were frequent changers as compared 
to 42.4 percent of the town residents, and this 18 percent difference was 
very significant statistically. Similar results were found when people 
were compared by occupation. This comparison is presented in Table XLV. 
Once again, 61 percent of the farmers were frequent changers followed by 
57.9 percent of the retired people, many of whom probably farmed, followed 
by 44.2 percent of the housewives, some of whom live on farms. The per- 
centages in the labor, business, and professional qroups in the high change 
category were at or below the town average for that category. These results 
admit of at least several interpretations. Perhaps people who change their 
opinion frequently are less informed and thus hold their views with less con- 
viction. It is also possible that the issues under investigation were more 
unsettling and threatening to rural residents. Faced with a set proposals 
oerceived to be somewhat necessary, but also expensive in terms of money and 
interference, may have engendered some ambivalence in rural residents. To 
a degree, both interpretations are probably correct as subsequent evidence 
will indicate, although an exact delineation of the proportions is difficult. 

The relationship between education and frequency of attitude change 
was very marked. Of people with 15 or more years of school, 70.2 percent 
changed their attitude less frequently. However, 64 percent of those 
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TABLE XLV 



OCCUPATION AND FREQUENCY OF ATTITUDE CHANGE 
Percentages 





Infrequent 


Frequent 




Occupation 


Change 


Change 


N 


Retired . 


42.0 


57.9 


107 


Farming 


38.9 


6T.0 


154 


Labor 


57.1 


42.8 


91 


Business & Gov't. 


74.2 


25.7 


66 


Professional 


71.7 


28.2 


46 


Housewife 


55.7 


44.2 


140 



x c = 36.704 at 5 df p < .001 

respondents with eight or less years of education changed their attitude 
frequently. These results are presented in Table XLVI. It was rather ob- 
vious that as education increased, the frequency of attitude change on these 
issues decreased. This would seem to warrant the conclusion that people 
with less education are probably less knowledgeable about these issues, hold 
their attitudes less firmly, and have a greater tendency to change their 
attitudes. 

TABLE XLVI 

EDUCATION AND FREQUENCY OF ATTITUDE LriANGt 



Percentages 



Years of 


Infrequent 


Frequent 




Education 


Change 


Change 


N 


0-8 


36.0 


64.0 


150 


9-11 


52.6 


47.3 


76 


12 


53.4 


46.5 


232 


13-14 


62.3 


37.6 


77 


15 + 


70.2 


29.7 


84 








619 


x 2 = 


30.047 at 4 df p < .001 







There were some significant differences between income groups on the 
frequency of attitude change. In general, as income increased attitude 
change decreased although there was virtually no difference between the two 
high income categories. Table XLVI I presents the results. These differences 
were neither a* great nor as significant as the differences in education. 
There was also some difference by age as presented in Table XLV III. This 
table is 0.23 from statistical significance at the 5 percent level, and 
indicates that the oldest age group has the greatest tendency to change 
attitudes. As earlier cross tabulations have shown, this group has had 
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TABLE XLVII 



INCOME AND FREQUENCY OF ATTITUDE CHANGE 





Pprcen taaps 








Infreauent 


Frequent 




Income 


Chr 


Change 


N 


$0-5,000 


46.2 


53.7 


175 


$5,001-10,000 


53.2 


46.7 


246 


$10,001-15,000 


62.5 


37.5 


120 


Over $15,000 


62.0 


38.0 


50 






59T 


x 2 = 9,012 at 3 df 


p < .05 








TABLE XLVII I 






AGE AND 


FREQUENCY OF ATTITUDE CHANGE 






Percentages 








Infrequent 


Frequent 




Age 


Change 


Change 


N 


20-35 


54 5 


45.4 


251 


36 - 55 


57.5 


42.5 


160 


56 + 


45.4 


54.5 


198 








609" 


x 2 = 5.976 at 2 df 


p < .10 







fewer years of formal education. It is also probable that many people in 
the oldest age group were either raised on a farm or have retired from farm- 
ing. Such factors might increase the tendency to respond in a manner similar 
to farmers, and, in fact, the evidence indicated a similar response. 

Occupation, residence, and education emerged as the leading variables 
associated with frequency cf attitude change. A glance at the occupation 
table indicates that farming was the occupation most associated with fre- 
quent attitude change. A measure of change by residence, would essentially 
preserve the difference by occupation. Consequently, residence and educa- 
tion were compared to determine further the association of each factor with 
frequency of attitude change. This cross tabulation is presented in Table IL, 

It is apparent that education continues to be a major factor associated 
with frequency of attitude change in town. As education increased, frequency 
of attitude change decreased dramatically. While the same trend was notice- 
able in the rural areas, differences by education were not even near statis- 
tical significance. Furthermore, a majority of all three educational groups 
in the rural area were found in the frequent change category, and this in- 
cluded the most highly educated rural group. The only frequently changing 
group in town was that with the fewest years of education. As other cross 
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TABLE IL 

A COMPARISON OF RESIDENCE, EDUCATION, AND FREQUENCY OF CHANGING ATTITUDES 

Percentages I 





Years of 


Infrequent 


Frequent 






Residence 


Education 


Change 


Change 


N 


i 




0-8 


37.2 


62.7 


102 


x 2 =26.280 


.Town 


9 - 12 


59.4 


40.5 


202 


at 2 df 




13 + 


70.0 


29.9 


237 


o < .001 










4lT 


v = .244 





0 - 8 


33.3 


66.6 


48 


x 2 = 1.326 


Rural 


9 - 12 


41.5 


58.4 


106 


at 2 df 




13 +° 


45.8 


54.1 


24 


p < .50 










rm 


v = .086 



x c = 42.96^ at 5 df p < .001 



tabulations have indicated, many people with few years of education were 
found in the oldest age group which probably has rural origins or rural 
occupational experience. Consequently, farmipg appears to have a much 
greater impact on frequency of attitude change in rural areas than does 
education. This probably means that the implied economic consequences of 
the proposed statements were causing considerable concern and ambivalence 
among rural residents. Education seems to be a much greater factor asso- 
ciate with attitude change in town where direct economic concern with the 
proposals is relatively small. 

The attitude scale was also used to measure the direction of attitude 
change. By totaling the scores from responses to individual statements, the 
attitude score for each respondent was determined. The scores on the first 
and second surveys for each individual were compared. Those respondents 
whose scores had increased were placed in the category of positive change. 
Those respondents whose score decreased were categorized under negative 
change. The analysis indicated that 55 percent of the panel respondents 
changed their attitude in a positive direction, and 44.9 percent changed 
their attitude in a negative direction. 

Ver> few demographic differences emerged between those people who 
changed in a positive direction and those people who changed in a negative 
direction/ and none of the differences were statistically significant at the 
five percent level. > A small majority of both town and rural respondents 
moved in the direction of positive change. These results are presented in 
Table L. 

Level of education indicated some differences -in direction of change. 
Generally speaking, people with less formal education had a greater tendency 
toward positive change. While a slight majority of the highly educated 
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TABLE L 



RESIDENCE AND POSITIVE-NEGATIVE ATTITUDE CHANGE 
Percentages 
Direction of Change 



Residence Positive Negative N 

Town 55.8 44.1 401 

Rural 53.0 46.9 164 

All Respondents 55.0 44.9 565 



x 2 = 0.266 at 1 df p < .70 

tended to negative change, it should be recalled that this group already had 
much more favorable attitudes toward the issues in question, and was also 
less likely to change. Table LI presents change by educational category. 

TABLE LI 

EDUCATION AND POSITIVE-NEGATIVE ATTITUDE CHANGE 



Percentages 
Direction of Change 



Years of 








Education 


Positive 


Negative 


N 


0 - 8 


58.5 


41.4 


140 


9 - 11 


60.5 


39.4 


71 


12 


55.4 


44.5 


202 


13 - 14 


48.6 


51.3 


72 


15 + 


48.7 


51.2 


80 








565 


x 2 = 4.075 at 4 df 


p < .50 







The most distinct differences occurred between income groups. The 
middle income groups exhibited a slight tendency toward positive change, 
62.8 percent of the lowest income group changed i,n a positive direction, and 
57.4 percent of the highest income group changed in a negative direction. 
These results, are presented in Table LI I . The lowest income group included 
more people who were inclined to change their view and initially held the 
most negative attitudes. Thus, the possibilities for positive change were 
relatively great. Perhaps the highest income group perceived some economic 
disadvantages in the proposals. The highest income group also experienced 
fewer changes. Income was the only variable which even approached statis- 
tical significance. 
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TABLE LI I 



INCOME AND POSITIVE-NEGATIVE ATTITUDE CHANGE 



Percentages 



Direction of Change 



Income 



Positive 



Negative 



N 



$5,001-10,000 
$10,001-15,000 
Over $15,000 




$0-5,000 



62.8 
53.1 
53.3 
42.5 



37.1 
46.8 
46.6 
57.4 



164 
224 
105 
47 



x c * 7.412 at 3 df p < .10 

Evidence from this analysis indicates that the key demographic variables 
were not strongly related to the direction of attitude change. There seemed 
to be a slight tendency for groups at the extremities of the attitude spectrum 
to move toward the center or away from their previous position, and more people 
moved in a positive rather than negative direction. Of course, the people 
who initially had the least favorable attitudes also had the greatest tendency 
to change attitude. This fact is probably part of the reason that there were 
more positive than negative changes. However, a conclusion of slight relation- 
ship seems warranted since there was a lack of pronounced patterns and statis- 
tical significance. 



The relatively large percentage of gross change for most statements and 
the relatively small amount of net change seems to suggest that many people 
do not have firmly held views on the issues under investigation and may even 
be giving rather casual and random answers to the statements. Such an analysis 
is further complicated by the fact that one facet of this study involved ef- 
forts to affect oublic attitudes. 

In an attempt to assess the meaning of gross change in public opinion, 
net and gross change were compared on each statement. Responses of panel mem- 
bers from all four survey areas were combined for each statement. Percent- 
ages were computed for responses to the first survey, second survey, net 
change, no change, and gross change. A disadvantage of this procedure was 
that it tended to minimize extreme responses from any one area. For ex- 
ample, percentage of net change is minimized since the areas sometimes cancel 
each other. In some areas, there was much greater net change. Such a com- 
bination was necessary to insure an adequate number for analysis. The re- 
sult is a rather interesting comparison between total attitudinal response, 
no change, and gross change. It indicates that a sizeable number of res- 
pondents were changing their position between surveys. This analysis is 
presented in Table LIII. 



COMPARISON OF NET AND GROSS CHANGE 
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TABLE LI II 



NET AND GROSS CHANGE FOR REINTERVIEWED RESPONDENTS FOR ALL AREAS COMBINED 

/ 

Percentages 

♦indicates favorable response 

1st 2nd Net No Gross 

Survey Survey Change Change Change 

CHLORINATION 

Cities should use chlorination to disinfect their water supply. 

*Agree 52.8 53.8 + 1.0 38.3 

Undecided 25.1 23.2 - 1.8 10.3 39.8 

Disagree 22.0 22.9 + .8 11 3 

N = 589 589 589 

WATER QUALITY & PROPER FARMING METHODS — 

Hilly land near streams should not be used for crops-:""""" 

♦Agree 32.1 34.8 + 2.7 16.1 

Undecided 18.7 19.2 + .5 6.1 50.0 

Disagree 49.1 45.8 - 3.3 27.7 

N = 588 588 588 

The use of insecticides and herbicides should not be limited. 

Agree 17.0 14.1 - 2.8 4.7 

Undecided 12.0 10.5 - 1.5 3.0 34.5 

*Disagree 70.9 75.3 + 4.4 57.6 

N = 588 588 588 

Terracing and contouring on hilly land are needless agricultural expenditures. 

Agree 10.2 6.6 - 3.5 1.3 

Undecided 4.7 4.5 - .1 1.1 19.4 

*Disagree 85.0 88.7 " i 3.7 78.0 

N = 587 587 587 

Farmers should prevent silt from polluting streams. 

*Agree 86.6 85.1 - 1.5 74.7 

Undecided 7.0 8.2 + 1.2 .5 23.7 

Disagree 6.3 6.6 + .3 1.0 

N = 585 585 585 
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1st 2nd Net No Gross 

Survey Survey Change Change Change 

Conservation practices on farm land should be required by law. 



ree 47.4 47.7 + .3 32.1 

ndecided 18.0 16.4 - 1.5 5.4 41.3 

Disagree 34.5 35.7 + 1.1 21.0 

N = 588 588 588 



95.7 


95.9 


+ .1 


92.5 




2.5 


2.2 


- .3 


.5 


6.7 


1.6 


1.8 


+ .1 


.1 




589 


589 




589 





POLLUTION ABATEMENT 

All towns and industries should be prohibited from polluting streams. 

♦Agree 
4Jndecided 
Disagree 

There has been tooliuch^concern over water pollution. 

Agree 17.8 17.1 - .6 7.1 

Undecided 8.1 9.1 + 1 .0 1 .7 29.2 

♦Disagree 73.9 73.6 - .3 61.9 

N = 588 588 588 

All feedlot operators should be prohibited from polluting streams. 

♦Agree 81.2 80.7 - .5 70.4 

Undecided 5.7 6.4 + .6 1.7 23.8 

Disagree 12.9 12.7 - .1 4.0 

N = 588 588 588 

TAX SUPPORT FOR POLLUTION ABATEMENT 

I would rather have low taxes and low consumer prices than clean rivers. 

Agree 19.5 15.0 - 4.4 7.0 

Undecided 18.3 18.1 - .1 5.0 39.0 

♦Disagree 62.1 66.8 + 4.6 48.8 

N = 579 579 579 

RECREATION 

We need more lakes and parks for recreation. 

♦Agree 52.6 47.0 - 5.6 34.9 

Undecided 14.6 13.9 - .6 4.2 38.7 

Disagree 32.7 39.0 + 6.2 22.0 

N = " 589 589 589 
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1st 

Survey 



2nd 

Survey 



Net 

Change 



No 
Change 



Parks should not be included in small watershed projects. 



Agree 
Undeci ded 
♦Disagree 
N = 



34.6 
25.5 
39.7 
583 



33.7 
24.1 
42.0 
583 



- .8 

- 1.3 
+ 2.2 



14.5 
10.8 
21.0 

583 



Gross 
Change 



53.5 



SPECIAL DISTRICTS 



Organizations for conserving soil and water should be smaller than a whole 
watershed area. 



Agree 
Undecided 
♦Disagree 
N = 



30.9 
44.7 
24.2 
581 



39.0 
37.1 
23.7 
581 

IRRIGATION 



+ 8.0 

- 7.5 

- .5 



17.0 
24.4 
8.7 



49.7 



581 



There should be no regulation of the amount of irrigation 
water pumped from streams 



Agree 
Undecided 
♦Disagree 

N = 



11 .0 
6.2 
82.6 
589 



10.0 
7.1 
82.8 
589 



- 1.0 
+ .8 
+ .1 



2.3 
1.0 
70.1 



26.4 



589 



Reuse of irrigation water should be required by law. 



♦Agree 
Undeci ded 
Disagree 

N = 



66.2 
16.3 
17.3 
587 



68.4 
14.9 
16.5 
587 



+ 2.2 

- 1.3 

- .8 



50.9 
4.5 
6.4 



37.9 



587 



Irrigators should be able to use an unlimited amount of ground water, 



Agree 
Undecided 
♦Disagree 

N = 



27.8 
8.6 
63.4 
588 



23.2 
6.9 
69.7 
588 



- 4.6 

- 1.7 
+ 6.2 



11.9 
1.7 
51.0 



35.3 



588 



FLOOD CONTROL 

Small watershed projects are not a necessary expenditure. 



Agree 
Undecided 
♦Disagree 

N = 



18.9 
19.2 
61.7 
586 



15.0 
16.0 
68.9 
586 



- 3.9 

- 3.2 
+ 7.1 



4.4 
6.6 
47.2 



41.6 



586 
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1st 2nd Net No Gross 

Survey Survey Change Change Change 



The city council should prohibit people from building on flood plains. 



*Agree 64.0 65.5 + 1,5 48.3 

Undecided 16.9 16.1 - .8 4.5 41 .2 

Disagree 19.0 18.3 - .6 5.7 

N = 589 589 589 

The clearing of river channels is a waste of time and money. 

Agree 19.0 16.1 - 2.9 5.2 

Undecided 15.1 11.7 - 3.4 3.2 37.9 

♦Disagree 65.7 72.0 + 6.3 51.2 

N = 587 587 587 

Large reservoirs should be constructed to protect against flood damage. 

*Agree 74.0 75.4 + 1.3 60.9 

Undecided 14,3 10.0 - 4.2 3.2 30.8 

Disagree 11,6 14.5 + 2.9 4.9 

N =/ 586 586 586 



It should be noted that the percentage of gross change varied greatly 
with the issue. For example, only 6.7 percent of the panel changed their 
view on the statement about towns and industries polluting streams. This 
suggests a rather firm view about pollution by towns and industries. Only 
19.4 percent of the panel changed its view on terracing and contouring, which 
apparently is a rather popular and well-known idea. However, 49.7 percent 
of the respondents changed their view on the special district statement, and 
interviewers in the field noted that respondents were generally not familiar 
with the concepts. This seems to suggest that many respondents may have 
been randomly answering that statement with little conviction or knowledge. 
In fact, the average gross change for the 20 statements was 35 percent. 

Perhaps a better indication of firm, committed attitude is the "no 
change" column. This group would probably be less likely to change their 
view during a controversy over the issue. Those respondents in the "gross 
change" column essentially represent a more undecided element. Other 
tables in the study indicate that this group is disproportionately rural, 
older, less educated, less affluent, and has less favorable attitudes to- 
wards water conservation. As a group they have divided in an obvious way 
to realize the totals of the first and second survey. In fact, their at- 
titudes became somewhat more favorable on the second survey. However, in 
the midst of a controversy the gross change group might be less predictable 
and more likely to change in a particular direction rather than divide as 
they have in this survey. 

A final question to be raised is the possibility that measurement of 
net change was really a reflection of gross attitude change. Perhaps most 
of the net changes attributed to the impact of various media were simply a 
reflection of a large number of people randomly changing their answers on 
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attitude statements. If such a formulation is valid, there should be a 
close correlation between gross change and net change in the various survey 
areas. This idea was tested by comparing the percentage of gross change 
with the chi -square significance of net change on all statements for all 
areas excluding invalid chi-squares through the Spearman rank order correla- 
tion coefficient. The results are presented in Table LIV. 

TABLE LIV 

SPEARMAN RANK ORDER CORRELATION OF PERCENTAGE OF GROSS CHANGE AND CHI SQUARE 

SIGNIFICANCE OF NET CHANGE 

Friend Seward Henderson Beatrice 

Rural +.024 +.199 -.045 +.343 

Town -.321 -.366 +.139 -.095 

As the analysis indicates the correlations were rather low, five were 
even negative, and none were statistically significant. The three correla- 
tions in the thirties were near statistical significance, but two of those 
were negative. Only the correlation of +.34 in rural Beatrice suggests the 
hypothesized relationship, and even that is rather low, explaining only 11.5 
percent of the variance. This seems to suggest that gross change and net 
change were operating somewhat independently. It probably means that a 
relatively small number of people were reached by the various media and pur- 
posefully changed their attitude in a certain direction. A somewhat larger 
group probably was not influenced and responded somewhat randomly in changing 
their views with less knowledge and less conviction. Admittedly such evidence 
is more suggestive than definitive, but it seems to point in the direction 
of such a conclusion. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Although mentioned elsewhere in this report, several conclusions warrant 
summarization and emphasis. 

1. A close relationship to farming is less favorably associated with 
positive attitudes toward water resources use than any other factor. This 
was a recurrent theme as the variables of occupation, residence, and direct 
farming interest were tested. Such evidence suggests that the solving of 
water resources problems in the Big Blue River Basin may result in some in- 
creased cost£ and altered agricultural methods for basin farmers. Understand- 
ably, these possible changes that would affect rural life engender some hos- 
tility, reluctance, and ambivalence. Education is the other major factor 
associated with attitude differences. As level of education increases favor- 
able attitudes increase, and this phenomena is particularly apparent outside 
of the rural areas where farming interest is not as dominant a concern. 

2. The most striking aspect of the results of specific issues is the 
generally positive nature of the attitudes. This was to be expected in the 
towns where the risk and direct cost of the various proposals would be rela- 
tively small. However, positive attitudes were generally the rule in the 
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rural areas albeit to a lesser extent. This is especially interesting in 
view of the threatening nature of some of the proposals. Rural opposition 
was adamant on the subject of requiring conservation practices by law and 
proposing specific large reservoir sites. However, within these limits, the 
rural public seems willing to support a considerable number of water resource 
improvements including possibly, the regulation of groundwater use for irri- 
gation in some areas. Most specific proposals should arouse some opposition 
because proper water resources use is not a vital concern of everyone. Even 
where attitudes are basically positive, possible costs, alteration of farming 
methods, or other priorities may intrude upon the realization of proper 
water resources use. However, some combination of increased knowledge, 
incentives, and leadership should enhance the prospects for progress in solv- 
ing water resources problems within the broad limits set by a generally posi- 
tive public. 

3. The research findings concerning short-term attitude change in- 
dicate that informational sources pervaded by personal contact and inducing 
personal involvement are more closely associated with significant attitude 
change than more impersonal informational sources such as newspapers. In 
fact, there were 26.3 percent more instances of change associated with the 
canvass and public meetings. These results suggest that personalized in- 
formational methods may be the most effective means of communicating know- 
ledge about water resources problems at the local community level. 

4. Frequency of attitude change exhibited several dimensions. Farmers 
changed their attitudes more frequently than most other groups. This probably 
indicates some ambivalence and concern due to possible increased operating 
costs and changes in farming methods implied in the proposals. Outside of 
the rural areas, education was closely associated with frequency of attitude 
change. As level of formal education increased, frequency of attitude change 
declined. There was no significant difference between demographic groups 
with respect to the direction of attitude change. 

5. ^The analysis of gross change found that an average of 35 percent 
of re-interviewed respondents per statement changed their attitude between 
surveys. This group probably holds its views without much conviction and 
might change its views with great alacrity in the midst of a public contro- 
versy. The percentages appearing in the "no change" column reflect the more 
stable opinions that would be less likely to change during a controversy. 

FUTURE USE OF SURVEYS 

A public opinion survey can provide much useful information if there 
is any doubt as to public attitudes concerning a water resources issue. A 
survey questionnaire can be relatively brief where information about only 
one issue is desired. Probably five to six statements or questions would 
suffice plus some demographic questions. Filter questions could be utilized 
to assess levels of public interest and knowledge concerning the issue. A 
brief questionnaire is relatively easy to administer and can sometimes be 
accomplished by phone, although refusal rates tend to be higher. Since one 
is going to the trouble to conduct a survey, however, it is tempting to se- 
cure as much information as possible by lengthening the questionnaire. A 
relatively small sample can be used where the amount of tolerated error is 
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not critical and comparison between demographic groups is not essential. For 
example, with a tolerated error of 8 percent, only 156 respondents are neces- 
sary to insure that 95 samples in 100 would not vary more than 8 percent in 
either direction from the true population estimate. With 9 percent accuracy, 
a sample size of 124 would suffice. This would allow a relatively quick 
and inexpensive survey to assess public attitudes. Using stated choice 
questions or statements allows the use of students or other inexperienced 
people for interviewers who can usually perform well with minimal training 
given adequate talent and personality characteristics. Such questionnaires 
are also easy to tabulate. Open-ended questionnaires are sometimes prefer- 
able for probing the reasons for attitudes, but require more talented inter- 
viewers and are much more difficult to tabulate and analyze. 

It should be a relatively easy matter for groups interested in water 
resources use to conduct surveys. Some consultation with a social scientist 
familiar with survey methods would be helpful in drawing the sample and de- 
signing the questionnaire. However, the actual administration and tabulation 
of a small survey should pose few problems. Of course, if the subject is 
very controversial, the sponsoring organization should take care not to bias 
the results by using personnel who are obviously and overtly embroiled in 
the controversy. Sometimes such surveys should be conducted by an impartial 
or neutral organization. The point is that small publ.ic opinion surveys 
of water resources attitudes can be taken quickly and inexpensively. 



73 



APPENDIX I 

This appendix includes the attitude statements and demographic questions 
found on the questionnaire. Statements marked with an asterisk (*) were se- 
lected to comprise the attitude scale used for the analysis of demographic 
variables. 
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Below you will find opinion statements concerning water use and water quality. 
Please circle the answer that best describes the respondent's opinion. 



Key : SA - Strongly Agree; A - Agree; U - Undecided; D - Disagree; SD - 
Strongly Disagree 

WATER SUPPLIES AND POLLUTION 

Cities should use chlorination to disinfect their water supply. 

SA A U D SD 

5 4 3 2 1 

*Hilly land near streams should not be used for crops. 

SA A U D SD 

5 4 3 2 1 

*The use of insecticides and herbicides should not be limited. 

' SA A U D SD 

1 2 3 4 5 

♦Terracing and contouring on hilly land are needless agricultural expenditures, 

SA A U D SD 

1 2 3 4 5 

♦Farmers should prevent silt from polluting streams. 

SA A U D SD 

5 4 3 2 1 

♦Conservation practices on farm land should be required by law. 

SA A U D SD 
5 4 3 2.1 

♦All towns -.ind industries should be prohibited from polluting streams. 

SA A U D SD 

5 4 3 2 1 

♦There has been too much concern over water pollution. 

SA A U D SD 

1 2 3 4 5 

♦I would rather have low taxes and low consumer prices than clean rivers . 

SA A U D "SD 

1 2 3 4 5 

♦All feedlot operators should be prohibited from polluting streams. 

SA A U D SD 

5 4 3 2 1 

Only large feedlot operators should be prohibited from polluting streams. 

SA A U D SD 

1.2 3 4 5 

RECREATION 

♦We need more lakes and parks for recreation. 

SA A U D SD 

5 4 3 2 1 

Parks should not be included in small watershed projects. 

SA A U D SD 

1 2 3 4 5 
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SPECIAL DISTRICTS 

Organizations for conserving soil and water should be smaller than a whole 
watershed area. 

SA A U D SD 

1 2 3 4 5 

Have you heard anything about the newly proposed Natural Resource Districts? 

Yes No 

(If the answer to the above question 1s yes, read the following statement.) 
The newly proposed Natural Resource Districts would be better than the pre- 
sent Soil and Water Conservation Districts. 

SA A U D SD 

• 5 4 3 2 1 

IRRIGATION 

♦Irrigators should be able to use an unlimited amount of ground water. 

SA A U / D SD 

1 2 3/4 5 

*Reuse of irrigation water should be required by law. / 

SA A U / D SD 
5 4 3 / 2 "I 

*There should be no regulation of the amount of irrigation water pumped from 

streams. / 

SA A U/ D SD 

1 2 3 4 5 

Irrigation wells in (this county) should be metered by local conservation 

districts. 

SA A U D SD 

5 4 3 2 1 

FLOOD CONTROL 

*The clearing of river channels is a waste- of time and money. 

SA A U D SD 

1 2 .? 4 5 

The city council should prohibit people from building on flood plains. 

SA A U D SD 

5 4 3 2 1 

*Srnall watershed projects are not a necessary expenditure. 

SA A U D SD 

1 2 3 4 5 

♦Large reservoirs should be constructed to protect against flood damage. 

SA A U D SD 

5 4 3 2 1 

A large flood control dam should be constructed on the Big Blue River at 

(specific location). 

SA A U D SD 

5-4 3 2 1 
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Please complete the following items: 

1. Place of residence: Town ; Rural non-farm ; Rural farm 



2. How many years have you lived in the community? 



3. What is your marital status? 



4. How many people, including yourself, live at your address? 



5. What is the name of the last school you attended? 

What was the last grade you completed in that schooTT 



6. Do you own your home (farm), or are you renting it? 
If urban resident, do you own any farm land?_ ' 



7. What is your occupation? (Place, job description, owner, or employee), 
if farmer, do you have a part-time job? 



8. How many acres do you farm or own? W hat crops? . 

Do you have any irrigation? Ground or surface water? 

Do you feed any livestock? H ow many head? T erracing? 

Contouring? Are you in an organized watershed? D o you have any 

watershed structures? Reservoir? Other? 



9. Do you belong to any farm, business, union, church, or service organi- 
zation? List 



10. Although you are an American Citizen, which nationality do you consi- 
der yourself? 



11. Some people find it difficult to get away from work to vote. Did you 
happen to vote in the last election for governor? 



12. In politics, do you consider yourself a Democrat or a Republican, or a 
member of some other party? , " 



13. Do you happen to have any religious preference? 



14. Please indicate the letter of the group that includes your family's 
_ est im a te d.,tatal ^early^i ncome »~ If farming -or self-employed- use net 

income. (Do not state a specific income figure.) 

A. Under $5,000 C. $10,001 to $15,000 

B. $5,000 to $10,000 D. Over $15,000 

15. Race: Caucasion Black American Indian Other 



16. Sex: Male Female 



17. What is your age? 
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APPENDIX II 

All tables in this section compare attitudes with demographic cate- 
gories by survey area. Attitude scores for each respondent were totaled. 
Respondents were then ranked from most positive (high) to the least positive 
(low) concerning water resources use, and then divided into approximately 
equal categories from high to low. Sometimes the categories were not equal 
because of tied scores. In such cases, the division was made at the nearest 
score change. The four attitude groups and various demographic categories 
were then subjected to a chi-square test to determine if there were any 
differences within demographic categories across the range of attitude scores, 
and whether the differences occurred by chance. 

- Tire analysis considered direct farming interest, residence, education, 
occupation, income, age, religion, years in the community, property ownership, 
sex, nationality, political affiliation, size of family, voting patterns, 
membership in organizations, size of farmland holdings, irrigation, and live- 
stock feeding. Only tables showing statistically significant differences at 
the 5 percent level were presented. Percentages on each demographic variable 
were included to show the direction of the relationships. 
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FARMING INTEREST* 



Area 1 - Friend 

No Interest 

Direct Farm Interest 

x 2 = 8.464 at 3 df 

Area 2 - Seward 

No Interest 

Direct Farm Interest 

x 2 = 42.074 at 3 df 

Area 3 - Henderson 

No -Interest 

Direct Farm Interest 



No Interest 

Direct Farm Interest 

x 2 = 17.834 at 3 df 



Percentage 

Low 



Medium 
Low 



18.8 
31.1 

p < .05 



24.4 
29.2 



15.9 
37.1 

p < .001 



28.5 
'38.5 



14.8 
31.6 



20.2 
30.9 



x 2 = 26.774 at 3 df p < .001 
Area 1 • Beatrice 



19.4 
38.7 

p- < .001 



24.5 
26.5 



Medium 
High 



29.9 
16.9 



26.0 
16.4 



21.2 
22.5 



24.9 
17.3 



High 



26.7 
22.6 



29.4 
17. S 



43.6 
14.7 



31.0 
17.3 



127 
106 

233 



238 
140 
378 



94 
142 



111 
98 
375 



♦Direct Farming Interest - those who farm the land they own, those who farm 
land they rent, and those who live in town and own farm land. 
No Interest - All others. 

RESIDENCE 
Percentage 



Area 1 - Friend 



Town 
Rural 



19.7 
37.8 



25.9 
30.3 



27.7 
15.1 



26.5 
16.6 



< 2 = 11.523 at 3 df p < .01 



162 
66 

228 
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RESIDENCE (Continued) 



Percentage 



Area 2 - Seward 

Town 
Rural 

x 2 = 32.661 at 3 df 

Area 3 - Henderson 

Town 
Rural 

x 2 = 17.483 at 3 df 

Area 4 - Beatrice 

Town 
Rural 

x 2 = 19.809 at 3 df 



Low 



18.1 
38.8 



Medium 
Low 



29.6 
38.8 



p < .001 



18.1 
34.6 

D < .001 



22.8 
30.7 



2C.7 
43.2 



24.4 
28.3 



Medi urn 
High 



25.1 
15.5 



23.6 
20.1 



24.4 
16.4 



High 



27.0 
6.7 



35.4 
14.4 



30.2 
11.9 



270 
103 
371 



127 
104 
23T 



294 
67 



p < .001 



Area 1 - Friend 

0-8 years 
9-11 years 
12 years 
13-14 years 
15 + years 



Area 2 - Seward 

0-8 years 
9-11 years 
12 years 
13-14 years 
15 + years 



EDUCATION 
Percentage 



,2 _ 



40.7 


29.6 


11.1 


13.5 


54 


33.3 


27.2 


24.2 


15.1 


33 


21 .5 


27.9 


26.8 


23.6 


93 


10.0 


23.3 


23.3 


43.3 


30 


4.3 


17.3 


43.4 


34.7 


23 










2~3T 


p < .01 










41.5 


44.5 


6.9 


6.9 


101 


20.4 


36.3 


31.8 


11.3 


44 


20.3 


33.3 


25.2 


21.1 


123 


11.7 


21.5 


37.2 


29.4 


51 


13.5 


15.2 


23.7 


47.4 


59 










372 



= 82.170 at 12 df p < .001 
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EDUCATION (continued) 



Percentage 



Area 3 - Henderson 

0-8 years 
9-11 years 
12 years 
13-14 years 
15 + years 

x 2 = 23.399 at 12 df 

Area 4 - Beatrice 

0-8 years 
9-11 years 

12 years 

13 - 14 years 
15 + years 

x 2 = 64.949 at 12 df 





Medi urn 


Medi urn 




Low 


Low 


High 


High 


30.6 


35.4 


14.5 


19.3 


26.6 


26.6 


16.6 


30.0 


26.7 


29.0 


22.0 


22.0 


26.6 


10.0 


33.3 


30.0 


3.5 


17.0 


30.0 


46.4 



.05 



43.8 


32.5 


15.7 


7.8 


29.7 


29.7 


21.6 


18.9 


21 .3 


20.8 


27.7 


30.0 


11.1 


33.3 


11.1 


44.4 


2.5 


15.0 


30.0 


52.5 



p < .001 
OCCUPATION 
Percentage 



62 

30 
86 
30 
28 
236 



89 
37 

173 
36 
40 

375 







Medium 


Medium 








Low 


Low 


High 


High 


N 


Area 1 - Friend 












Farmer 


37.9 


27.5/ 


15.5 


18.9 


58 


Labor and Clerical 


18.7 


34/3 


31 .2 


15.6 


32 


Business and Government 


6.0 


15.1 


36.3 


42.4 


33 


Professional 


0.0 


10.0 


40.0 


50.0 


10 


Housewife 


21.7 


34.7 


23.9 


19.5 


46 


Peti red 


32.0 


24.5 


18.8 


24.5 


53 












232 


x 2 = 33.029 at 15 df 


P < 


.01 








Area 2 - Seward 












Farmer 


36.2 


41.7 


14.2 


7.6 


91 


Labor and Clerical 


5.7 


40.3 


32.6 


21.6 


52 


Business and Government 


8.0 


24.0 


28.0 


40.0 


25 


Professional 


11.1 


11.1 


25.0 


52.7 


36 


Housewife 


18.2 


27.9 


32.2 


21.5 


93 



ERIC 



81 



OCCUPATION (continued) 



Low 



Medium 
Low 



Area 2 - Seward (continued) 
Retired 

x 2 = 89.217 at 15 df 
Area 3 - Henderson 



44.2 35.7 
p < .001 



Medi um 
High 



8.5 



Area 4 - Beatrice 



< 2 = 64.595 at 15 df 



p < .001 
INCOME 
Percentage 



Area 2 - Seward 

$0 - 5,000 
$5,001 - 10,000 
$10,001 - 15,000 
$15,001 - 

x 2 = 34.822 at 9 df 

Area 3 - Henderson 

$0 -. 5,000 
$5,001 - 10,000 
$10,001 - 15,000 
$15,001 - 

x 2 = 23.282 at 9 df 



High 



11.4 



70 
367 



Farmer 


34.8 


31.4 


19.1 


14.6 


89 


Labor and Clerical 


25.0 


11.1 


36.1 


27.7 


36 


Professional 


0.0 


12.5 


25.0 


62.5 


16 


Housewife 


27.0 


18.9 


18.9 


35.1 


37 


Retired 


20.5 


43.5 


12.8 


23.0 


39 


2 










m 


x = 37.082 at 12 df 


P < 


.001 









Farmer 


47.4 


28.8 


13.5 


10.1 


59 


Labor and Clerical 


17.6 


27.0 


27.0 


28.2 


85 


Business and Government 


8.6 


15.2 


32.6 


43.4 


46 


Professional 


0.0 


28.5 


14.2 


57.1 


28 


Housewife 


22.0 


20.9 


27-. 9 — 


29,0 


86 


Retired 


38.2 


27.9 


17.6 


16.1 


68 










372 



38.2 36.2 — 


— 46t6~ " 


8.8 


102 


19.6 51.9 


36.2 


40.1 


151 


21.4 22.8 


24.2 


31.4 


70 


26.6 23.3 


26.6 


23.3 


30 








353 


p < .001 








30.0 36.6 


15.0 


18.3 


60 


20.0 22.3 


23.5 


34.1 


85 


54.1 4.7 


17.6 


15.2 


46 


40.0 17.6 


8.2 


8.2 


34 









.01 
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INCOME (Continued) 



Area 4 - Beatrice 

$0 - 5,000 
$5,001 - 10,000 



$10,001 
$15,001 



15,000 



x 2 = 36.941 at 9 df 





Medium 


Medium 


* 




Low 


Low 


High 


High 


N 


39.3 


30.3 


17.0 


13.4 


112 


20.3 


18.4 


28.2 


22.8 


152 


48.0 


11.1 


9.8 


19.0 


73 


9.0 


31.8 


22.7 


36.3 


22 










359 



p < .001 
AGE 
Percentage 



Area 1 - Friend 



20 - 


35 years 


17.4 24.4 


26.7 


31.3 


86 


36 - 


55 years 


22.0 20.3 


27.1 


30.5 


59 


56 + 


years 


33.7 33.7 


17 4 


15.1 


86 












231 




x 2 = 15.001 at 6 df 


p < .05 








Area 


2 - Seward 










20 - 


35 years 


17.6 33.8 


22.5 


25.9 


204 


36 - 


55 years 


22.6 30.9 


28.5 


17.8 


84 


56 + 


years 


39.0 31.0 


14.9 


14.9 


87 












375 




x 2 = 19.854 at 6 df 


p < .01 








Area 


4 - Beatrice 










20 - 


35 years 


17.9 23.8 


23.1 


35.0 


134 


36 - 


55 years 


18.1 23.6 


30.0 


28.1 


110 


56 + 


years 


43.6 31.8 


19.0 


19.0 


125 










m 




x 2 = 26.925 at 6 df 


p < .001 










YEARS IN THE COMMUNITY 












Percentage 








Area 


2 - Seward 










0 - 


10 years 


16.8 25.6 


22.1 


35.3 


113 


11 - 


20 years 


21.6 30.0 


28.3 


20.0 


60 


21 + 


years 


28.2 36.5 


20.9 


14.1 


205 
















x 2 = ?3.523 at 6 df 


p < .001 
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YEARS IN THE COMMUNITY (Continued) 



Medium Medium 





Low 


Low 


High 


High 


N 


Area 4 - Beatrice 












0-10 years 


15.0 


23.0 


25.0 


37.0 


100 


11-20 years 


26.2 


19.6 


29.5 


24.5 


61 


c I + years 


28.5 


27.5 


on n 
cV ,U 


O 0 o 
£0.O 


Ol A 










o/o 


X - 1 J, I/O ai 0 QT 


p < .05 












PROPERTY OWNERSHIP 








Area 2 - Seward 












Own 


26.5 


31.8 


63.0 


"1 O C 

1 o. b 


OOC 

cob 


Rent 


15.3 


34.0 


dU.O 


oo c 
cy .0 


y i 












377 


x 2 = 7.912 at 3 df 


p < .05 










Area 4 - ^eatrice 












Own 


26.0 


24.8 


25.3 


24.2 


284 


Rent 


19.1 


28.0 


15.7 


37 .0 














o ^ o 

373 


x = 8.500 at 3 df 


p < .02 












RELIGIOUS PREFERENCE 








Area 2 - Seward 












Methodist 


18.0 


34.4 


32.7 


14.7 


61 


Lutheran 


29.4 


33.3 


13.9 


23.2 


129 


Mennonite 


32.0 


48.0 


16.0 


4.0 


25 


Catholic 


25.0 


37.-5 


oc n 

CD . (J 


1 £ . O 


AC\ 


rro tes tant 


9.5 


19.0 


"3C 7 


QC 7 


A? 
HC 


no r rcTerente 


28.5 


34.2 






35 










OOC 


x u = J >. /do at i b at 


p < .01 










nrcu ^ Dcdtr luc 












Methodist 


33.8 


26.1 


23.0 


16.9 


65 


Lutheran 


28.5 


30.3 


22.3 


18.7 


112 


Presbyterian 


8.6 


30.4 


30.4 


30.4 


23 


Cathol i c 


15.6 


18.7 


25.0 


40.6 


32 


Protestant 


11.4 


20.0 


22.8 


45.7 


35 


No Preference 


38.7 


22.5 


14.2 


22.5 


31 


Christian Church 


10.0 


30.0 


16.6 


43.3 


30 



x ? = 33.605 at 18 df p < .01 
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APPENDIX III 

is the rural - 
survey to all statements for all survey areas). 



(This appendix includes the rural -town response during the first 
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RURAL-URBAN RESPONSE ON INDIVIDUAL STATEMENTS BY ISSUE AND AREA 

First Survey 
CHLORINATION 

Cities should use chlorination to disinfect their water supply 

Percentage 

Agree Undecided Disagree N 

Area 1 - Friend 

Rural 42.4 45.4 12.1 66 

Town 55.5 28.3 16.0 162 

Total „ 51.7 33.3 14.9 228 

x 2 = 6.141 at 2 df p < .05 

Area 2 - Seward 

Rural 56.3 26.2 17.4 103 

Town 56.6 19.2 24.0 270 

Total 56.5 21.1 22.2 373 

x z = 3.162 at 2 df p < .30 

Area 3 - Henderson 

Rural 48.0 33.6 18.2 104 

Town 45.6 25.9 28.3 127 

Total ? 46.7 29.4 23.8 231 

x = 3.652 at 2 df p < .20 

Area 4 - Beatrice 

Rural 55.2 25.3 19.4 67 

Town 53.7 15.9 30.2 294 

Total 9 54.0 17.7 28.2 361 

x 2 = 5.015 at 2 df p < .10 



WATER QUALITY & PROPER FARMING METHODS 

Hilly land near streams should not be used for crops 
Area 1 - Friend 

Rural 30.3 18.1 51.5 66 

Tdwn 39.5 23.4 37.0 162 

Total 36.8 21.9 41.3 228 

x2 = 4.057 at 2 df p < .20 
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Agree Undecided 



Disagree 



Hilly land near streams should not be used for crops (continued) 
Area 2 - Seward 

Rural 27.1 7.7 65.0 

Town 31.8 21.1 47.0 

Total _ 30.5 17.4 52.0 

x 2 = 12.800 at 2 df p < .01 

Area 3 - Henderson 

Rural 33.6 15.3 50.9 

Town 29.1 21.2 49.6 

Total . 31.1 18.6 50.2 

x 2 = 1.455 at 2 df p < .50 

Area 4 - Beatrice 

Rural 28.3 16.4 55.2 

Town 31.6 20.4 47.9 

Total . 31.0 19.6 49.3 

x 2 = 1.214 at 2 df p < .70 

The use of insecticides and herbicides should not be limited. 

Area 1 - Friend 

Rural 28.7 7.5 63.6 

Town 17.2 12.9 69.7 

Total o 20.6 11.4 67.9 

x = 4.462 at 2 df p < .20 

Area 2 - Seward 

Rural 38.8 13.5 47.5 

Town 12.5 8.8 78.5 

Total 19.8 10.1 69.9 

x 2 = 37.703 at 2 df p < .001 

Area 3 - Henderson 

Rural 37.5 17.3 45.1 

Town 13.3 11.8 74.8 

Total „ 24.2 14.2 61.4 

x 2 = 23.079 at 2 df p < .001 

Area 4 - Beatrice 

Rural 31.3 13.4 55.2 

Town 7.4 8.1 84.3 

Total ~ 11.9 9.1 78.9 

= 33. ;02 at 2 df p < .001 
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Percentage 



Agree Undecided Disagree N 



Terracing and contouring on hilly land are needless agricultural expenditures. 
Area 1 - Friend 



Rural 9.0 
Town 10.4 
Total _ 10.0 

x 2 = 2.295 at 2 df p < .30 



4.5 86.3 66 

10.4 79.0 162 

8.7 81.1 228 



Area 2 - Seward 



Rural 7.7 
Town 11.1 
Total q 10.1 

x 2 = 4.201 at 2 df p < .20 



0.9 91.2 103 

4.8 84.0 270 

3.7 86.0 373 



Area 3 - Henderson 



Rural 14.4 
Town 6 . 2 

Total 9 9.9 

x^ = 5.837 at 2 df p < .10 



2.8 82.6 104 

7.0 86.6 127 

5.1 84.8 231 



Area 4 - Beatrice 



Rural 1.4 0.0 98.5 67 

Town 7.1 9.1 83.6 294 

Total _ 6.0 7.4 86.4 361 
x z = I0.4p0 at 2 df p < .001 

Farmers should prevent silt from polluting streams. 

Agree Undecided Disagree N 



Area 1 - Friend 



Rural 77.2 
Town' 81.4 
Total 80.2 

x 2 = 3.026 at 2 df p < .30 

Area 2 - Seward 

Rural " 81.5 
Town 84.8 
Total „ 83.9 

x 2 = 3.340 at 2 df p < .20 



10.6 12.1 66 

12.9 5.5 162 

12.2 7.4 228 



5.8 12.6 103 

8.1 7.0 270 

7.5 8.5 373 
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Farmers should prevent silt from polluting streams, (continued) 



Agree Undecided Disagree 



Area 3 - Henderson 



Rural 83.6 8.6 7.6 104 

Town 88.9 8.6 2.3 127 

Total 86.5 8.6 4.7 231 

= 3.598 at 2 df p < .20 

Area 4 - Beatrice 

Rural 91.0 1.4 7.4 67 

Town 86.7 3.7 9.5 294 

Total ? 87.5 3.3 9.1 361 

x = 1.199 at 2 df p < .50 

Conservation practices on farm land should be required by law. 

Area 1 - Friend 

Rural 25.7 18.1 56.0 66 

Town / 47.5 21.0 31.5 162 

Total 41.2 20.1 38.5 228 

x d = 12.915 at 2 df p < .01 

Area 2 - Seward 

Rural 36.8 8.7 54.3 103 

Town 55.5 20.0 24.4 270 

Total 50.4 16.8 32.7 373 

x d = 31.163 at 2 df p < .001 

Area 3 - Henderson 

Rural 24.0 16.3 59.6 104 

Town 51.9 21.2 26.7 127 

Total 39.3 19.0 41.5 231 

x d = 26.888 at 2 df p < .001 

Area 4 - Beatrice 

Rural 29.8 11.9 58.2 67 

Town 54.4 12.5 32.9 294 

Total 49.8 12.4 37.6 361 

x d = 15.834 at 2 df p < .001 
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POLLUTION ABATEMENT 



All towns and industries should be prohibited from polluting streams. 

Percentage 



Area 1 - Friend 



Rural 

Town 

Total 



x 2 = 1.026 at 2 df 



Area 2 - Seward 



= 1.109 at 2 df 
Henderson 



Rural 
Town 
Total , 

Area 3 

Rural 

Town 

Total 

x2 = 2.543 ai 2 df 

Area 4 - Beatrice 

Rural 
Town 
Total 2 



Agree 



92.4 
91.9 
92.1 
p < .70 



96.1 
95.1 
95.4 
p < .70 



93.2 
92.1 
92.6 
p < .30 



89.5 
96.2 
95.0 
p < .05 



Undecided 



6.0 
4.3 
4.8 



1.9 
3.7 
3.2 



2.8 
6.2 
4.7 



4.4 
2.3 
2.7 



x" = 6.356 at 2 df 
There has been too much concern over water pollution. 



Area 1 - Friend 

Rural 
Town 
Total q 

x d = 10.504 at 2 df 

Area 2 - Seward 

Rural 

Town 

Total 

x 2 = 3.877 at 2 df 



Agree 



34.8 
16.6 
21.9 
p < .01 



18.4 
13.7 
15.0 
p < .20 



Undecided 



12.1 
9.2' 
10.0 



11.6 
7.0 
8.3 



Disagree 



1.5 
3.7 
3.0 



1.9 
1.1 
1.3 



3.8 
1.5 
2.5 



5.9 
1.3 
2.2 



Disagree 



53.0 
74.0 
67.9 



69.9 
71.2 
76.6 



66 
162 
228 



103 
270 
373 



104 
127 
23 T 



67 
294 
361 



66 
162 
228 



103 
270 
373 
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There has been too much concern over water pollution, (continued) 



Agree Undecided Disagree 



ERIC 



Area 3 - Henderson 



Rural 19.2 10.5 70.1 104 

Town 18.1 9.4 72.4 127 

Total _ 18.6 9.9 71.4 231 

x 2 = 0.152 at 2 df p < .70 

Area 4 - Beatrice 

Rural 31.3 7.4 ,61.1 67 

Town 18.0 5.1 76.8 294 

Total _ 20.4 5.5 73.9 361 

x 2 = 7.081 at 2 df p < .05 

All feedlot operators should be prohibited from polluting streams. 

Agree Undecided Disagree N 

Area 1 - Friend 

Rural 72.7 12.1 15.1 66 

Town 87.6 3.0 9.2 162 

Total . 83.3 5.7 10.9 228 

. , x 2 = 9.452 at 2 df p < .01 

Area 2 * Seward 

Rural 68.9 9.7 21.3 103 

Town 86.6 5.5 7.7 270 

Total . 81.7 6.7 11.5 373 

x 2 = 16.716 at 2 df p < .001 

Area 3 - Henderson 

Rural 68.2 9.6 22.1 104 

Town 85.0 7.8 7.6 127 

Total , 77.4 8.6 13.8 231 

x 2 = 11.597 at 2 df p < .01 

Area 4 - Beatrice 

Rural 49.2 10.4 40.2 67 

Town 87.0 M 8.5 294 

Total . 80.0 5.5 14.4 361 

x 2 = 51.620 at 2 df p < .001 
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Only large feedlot operators should be prohibited from polluting streams. 



Percentage 



Area 1 - Friend 

Rural 
Town 
Total 



x2 



= 19.946 at 2 df 

Area 2 - Seward 

Rural 
Town 
Total _ 



Area 3 

Rural 
Town 
Total , 

x< 

Area 4 

Rural 
Town 
Total . 



= 9.532 at 2 df 
- Henderson 



• 42.423 at 2 df 
Beatrice. 



Agree 



45.4 
19.1 
26.7 

p < .001 



38.8 
24.8 



Undeci ded 



9.0 
4.9 
6.1 



28.6 



7.7 
4.8 
5.6 



.01 



54.8 
14.9 
32.9 

p < .001 



o3.7 
17.6 
24.3 

p < .001 



6.7 
7.0 
6.9 



4.4 
4.7 

4,7 



Disagree 



45.4 
72.9 
67.1 



53.3 
70.3 
65.5 



38.4 
77.9 
60.1 



41 .7 
77.5 
70.9 



Area 1 - Friend 

Rural 
Town 
Total , 



7.779 at 2 df 



Agree 



24.2 
20.3 
21 A 

P - ■ 



Undeci ded 



33.3 
18.5 
22.8 



Disagree 



42.4 
61.1 
55.7 



66 
162 

228 



103 

2/0 
373 



104 
127 
231 



67 
294 
351 



= 38.930 at 2 df 

TAX SUPPORT FOR POLLUTION ABATEMENT 
I would rather have low taxe<: and low consumer prices than cle?-' rivers. 

Percentage 



66 
162 

228 



05 
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I would rather have low taxes and low consumer prices than clean rivers. 

(continued) 



Agree Undecided Disagree N 



Area 2 - Seward 



Rural 25.2 

Town 1 2.9 

Total 16.3 

x 2 = 15.654 at 2 df p < .001 

Area 3 - Henderson 

Rural 25.9 

Town 22.0 

Total 23.8 

x 2 = 6.103 at 2 df p < .05 

Area 4 - Beatrice 

Rural 23.8 

Town 16.3 

Total 17.7 

x 2 = 2.881 at 2 df p < .30 



We need more lakes and parks 

Area 1 - Friend 

Rural 48.4 

Town 52.4 

Total 51.3 

x 2 = .306 at 2 df p < .90 

•Vea 2 - Seward 

Rt»ra1 44.6 

Town 47.7 

Total 46.9 

x 2 = 3.897 at 2 df p < .20 

Area 3 - Henderson 

Rural 34.6 

Town 49.6 

iOtal 42.8 

x2 r n,570 at 2 af p - ,01 



27.1 47.5 103 

17.7 69.2 270 

20.3 63.2 373 



25.9 48.0 104 

14.9 62.9 127 

19.9 56.2 231 



19.4 56.7 67 

16.6 67.0 294 

17.1 65.0 361 



1 5.1 36.3 66 

13.5 33.9 162 

14.0 34.6 228 



10.6 44.6 103 

17.0 35.1 270 

15.2 37.8 373 



13.4 51.9 104 

20.4 29.9 127 

17.3 39.8 231 



RECREATION 
for recreation. 

Agree Undecided Disagree 
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We need more lakes and parks for recreation. (Continued) 

Agree ^ Undecided Disagree N 

Area 4 - Beatrice 

Rural 40.2 11.9 47.7 67 

Town 62.2 12.5 25.1 294 

Total 58.1 12.4 29.3 361 

x 2 = 14.020 at 2 df p < .001 

Parks should not be included in small watershed projects. 

Agree Undecided Disagree N 

Area 1 - Friend 

Rural 39.3 27.2 33.3 66 

Town 29.6 28.3 41.9 162 

Total 32.4 28.0 39.4 228 

x 2 = 2.285 at 2 df p < .50 

Area 2 - Seward 

Rural i 33.9 13.5 52.4 103 

Town 28.1 27.7 44.0 270 

Total „ 29.7 23.8 46.3 373 

x 2 = 8.261 at 2 df p < .02 

Area 3 - Henderson 

Rural 56.7 23.0 20.1 104 

Town 22.8 37.7 39.3 127 

Total 38.0 31.1 30.7 231 

x 2 = 28.060 at* 2 df p < .001 

Area 4 - Beatrice 

Rural 53.7 13.4 32.8 67 

Town 32.3 20.7 46.9 294 

Total 36.2 19.3 44.3 361 

x 2 = 10.852 at 2 df p < .01 
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SPECIAL DISTRICTS 



Have you heard anything about the proposed Natural Resource Districts? 

Percentage 



Area 1 - Friend 

Rural 

Town 

Total 

Area 2 - Seward 

Rural 

Town 

Total 

Area 3 - Henderson 

Rural 

Town 

Total 

Area 4 - Beatrice 

Rural 

Town 

Total 



Yes 

17.1 
21.6 
20.2 



23.4 
13.5 
16.4 



19.6 
8.8 
14.0 



15.4 
11.0 
12.0 



No 

82.8 
78.3 
79.7 



76.5 
86.4 
83.5 



80.3 
91.2 
85.9 



84.5 
88.9 
87.9 



Percentage 
Agree 



Area 1 - Friend 

Rural 

Town 

Total 

Area 2 - Seward 

Rural 

Town 

Total 

Area 3 - Henderson 

Rural 

Town 

Total 



25.0 
29.4 
28.2 



38.4 
41 .6 
40.3 



43.4 
45.4 
44.1 



Undecided 



41.6 
61.7 
56.5 



23.0 
30.5 
27.4 



30.4 
45.4 
35.2 



Di sagree 



33.3 
8.8 
15.2 



38.4 
27.7 
32.2 



26.0 
9.0 
20.5 



N 

70 
157 
227 



111 

266 
377 



117 
125 
242 



84 
281 
365 



The newly proposed Natural Resource Districts would be. better than the 
present Soil and Water Conservation Districts. 



12 

34 
46 



26 
36 
62 



23 
11 

34 
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The newly proposed Natural Resource Districts would be better than the 
present Soil and Water Conservation Districts. (Continued) 

Agree Undecided Disagree N 



Area 4 - Beatrice 



Rural 46.1 
Town 25.8 
Total 31.8 



Area 1 - Friend 

Rural 46.9 
Town 26.5 
Total 9 32.4 

x^ = 10.564 at 2 df p < .01 

Area 2 - Seward 

Rural 51.4 
Town 30.3 
Total 36.1 

x 2 = 17.706 at 2 df p < .001 

Area 3 - Henderson 

Rural 43.2 
Town 23.6 
Total , 32.4 

x^ = 33.112 at 2 df p < .001 

Area 4 - Beatrice 

Rural 34.3 
Town 26.1 
Total 9 27.7 

x^ = 15.118 at 2 df p < .001 



23.0 30.7 13 

54.8 19.3 31 

45.4 22.7 44 



31.8 21.2 66 
53.0 20.3 162 

46.9 20.6 228 



26.2 22.3 103 

48.1 21.4 270 

42.0 21.7 373 



26.9 29.8 104 

64.5 11.8 127 

47.6 19.9 231 



23.8 41.7 67 

49.3 24.4 294 

44.5 27.7 361 



Organizations for conserving soil and water should be smaller than 
a whole watershed area. 

Agree Undecided *Disagree 
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IRRIGATION (First Survey) 



Reuse of irrigation water should be required by law. 

Percentage 

Agree Undecided Disagree N 

Area 1 - Friend 



Rural 77.2 12.1 10.6 66 

Town 62.3 19.1 18.5 162 

Total . 66.6 17.1 16.3 228 

x 2 = 4.725 at 2 df p < .10 

Area 2 - Seward 

Rural 71.8 9.7 18.4 103 

Town 66.6 21.1 12.2 270 

Total , 68.0 17.9 13.9 373 

= 7.762 at 2 df p < .05 

Area 3 - Henderson 

Rural 51.9 9.6 38.4 104 

Town 62.9 17.3 19.6 127 

Total - 58.0 13.8 28.1 231 

I x 2 =* 10.823 at 2 df p < .01 

I 

"Artea 4 - Beatrice 

Rural 65.6 7.4 26.8 67 

Town 64.9 20.4 14.6 294 

Total ? 65.0 18.0 16.8 361 

x = 9.920 at 2 df p < .02 



There should be no regulation of the amount of irrigation water 
pumped from streams. 

Agree Undecided Disagree N 

Area 1 - Friend 



Rural 6.0 3.0 90.9 66 

Town 11.7 8.0 80.2 162 

Total , 10.0 6.5 83.3 228 

x 2 = 3.911 at 2 df p < .20 

Area 2 - Seward 

Rural 14.5 4.8 8C.5 103 

Town 10.3 4.8 84.8 270 

Total . 11.5 4.8 83.6 373 

x 2 = 1.296 at 2 df p < .70 
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There should be no regulation of the amount of inigation water 
pumped from streams. (Continued) 



Agree 



Undecided Disagree 



Area 3 - Henderson 



2 _ 



1.125 at 2 df 
Beatri ce 



Rural 
Town 
Total 

x 

Area 4 

Rural 
Town 
Total _ 

= 0.298 at 2 df 
Irrigators should be able 



21.1 
15.7 
18.1 
p < .30 



8.9 
8.1 
8.3 

p < .90 



13.4 
14.1 
13.8 



5.9 
7.8 
7.4 



65.3 
70.0 
67.9 



85.0 
84.0 
84.2 



104 

127 
231 



67 
294 
361 



to use an unlimited amount of ground water. 
Percentage 



Area 1 - Friend 



Rural 

Town 

Total 



Area ! 

Rural 

Town 

Total 



= 0.209 at 2 d* 
Seward 



2 . 



x L = 4.220 at 2 df 
Area 3 - Henderson 

Rural 
Town 
Total , 



x 

Area 4 

Rural 
Town 
Total 



= 1 .140 at 2 df 
Beatrice 



= 1 .927 at 2 df 



Agree 



27.2 
27.1 
27.1 
p < .70 



31 .0 
25.1 
26.8 
p < .20 



38.4 
35.4 
36.7 
p < .50 



17.9 
25.8 
24.3 
p < .50 



Undecided Disagree 



9.0 
11.1 
10.5 



12.6 
7.7 
9.1 



5.7 
9.4 
7.7 



11.9 
9.8 
10.2 



63.6 
61.7 
62.2 



56.3 
67.0 
64.0 



55.7 
55.1 
55.4 



70.1 
64.2 
65.3 



66 
162 
228 



103 
270 
373 



104 

127 
231 



67 
294 
361 
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Second Survey 

Irrigators should be able to use an unlimited amount of ground water. 

Percentage 

Agree Undecided Disagree N 

Area 1 - Friend 



Rural 21.2 7.5 71.2 8C 

Town 23.3 5.1 71.4 154 

Total 22.6 5.9 71.3 234 

x d = 0.540 at 2 df p < .50 

Area 2 - Seward 

Rural 25.8 8.3 65.8 120 

Town 14.5 6.4 79.0 262 

Total 9 18.0 7.0 74.6 382 

\ d = 17.13 at 2 df p < .001 

Area 3 - Henderson 

Rural 40.1 6.5 53.2 122 

Town 32.5 7.7 59.6 129 

Total 9 36.2 7.1 56.5 251 

= 5.36 at 2 df p < ,10 

Area 4 - Beatrice 

Rural 23.0 10.9 65.9 91 

Town 18-. 7 12.2 69.0 304 

Total o 19.7 11.8 68.3 395 

x = 0.82 at 2 df p < .50 



Irrigation wells in this county should be metered by local 
conservation districts. 

Agree Undecided Disagree N 

Area 1 - Friend 



Rural 47.5 13.7 38.7 80 

Town 50.0 24.6 25.3 154 

Total 9 49.1 20.9 29.9 234 

x^ = 5.22 at 2 df p < . .10 

Area 2 - Seward 

Rural 42.5 27.5 30.0 120 

Town 53.0 29.3 17.5 262 

Total 49.7 28.7 21.4 382 

x 2 = 7.10 at 2 df p < .05 
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Irrigation wells in this county should be metered by local 
conservation districts. (Continued) 



Agree 



Undecided Disagree 



Area 3 - Henderson 

Rural 
Town 
Total . 

x d = 7.31 at 2 df 

Area 4 - Beatrice 

Rural 
Town 
Total „ 

x d = 5.69 at 2 df 



34.4 
36.7 
35.6 
p < .05 



47.2 
52.8 
51 .5 
p < .10 



18.8 
31.2 
25.2 



21.9 
28.0 
26.6 



46.7 
32.0 
39.2 



3C.7 
19.1 
21.8 



First Survey 
FLOOD CONTROL 

Small watershed projects are not a necessary expenditure. 

Percentage 

Agree Undecided Disagree 



Area 1 - Friend 

Rural 
Town 
Total . 

x 2 = 3.234 at 2 df 

Area 2 - Seward 

Rural 
Town 
Total _ 

x 2 = 14.852 at 2 df 

Area 3 - Henderson 

Rural 

Town 

Total 

x 2 = 4.714 at 2 df 



21 .2 
22.2 
21 .9 
p < .20 



12.6 
16.2 
15.2 

p < .001 



17.3 
19,6 
18.6 
p .10 



15.1 
25.3 
22.3 



7.7 
23.7 
19.3 



13.4 
23.6 
19.0 



63.6 
52.4 
55.7 



79.6 
60.0 
65.4 



69.2 
56.6 
62.3 



122 
128 
250 



91 
303 
394 



66 
162 

228 



103 
270 
373 



104 
127 
231 
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Small watershed projects are not a necessary expenditure. (Continued) 



Agree Undecided Disagree 



Area 4 - Beatrice 



Rural 20.8 7.4 71.6 67 

Town 17.6 21.0 61.2 294 

Total . 18.2 18.5 63.1 361 

x 2 = 6.703 at 2 df p < .05 

The city council should prohibit people from building on flood plains. 

Area 1 - Friend 

Rural 71.2 16.6 12.1 66 

Town 62.9 17.9 19.1 162 

Total 65.3 17.5 17.1 228 

x 2 = 1 .878 at 2 df p < .50 

Area 2 - Seward 

Rural 65.0 19.4 15.5 103 

Town 58.1 20.3 21.4 270 

Total 60.0 20.1 19.8 3?3 

x 2 = 1.954 at 2 df p < .50 

Area 3 - Henderson 

Rural 58.6 16.3 25.0 104 

Town 64.5 21.2* 14.1 127 

Total 61.9 19.0 19.0 231 

x 2 = 4.566 at 2 df p < .20 

Area 4 - Beatrice 

Rural 50.7 20.8 28.3 67 

Town 66.3 14.9 18.7 294 

Total 63.4 16.0 20.4 361 

x 2 = 5.761 at 2 df p < .10 

T he clearing of river channels is a waste of time and money. 

Area 1 - Friend 

Rural 31.8 25.7 42.4 66 

Town 18.5 1/.9 63.5 162 

Total 22.3 20.1 57.4 228 

x 2 = 8.795 at 2 df p < ; .02 

Area 2 - Seward 

Rural 27.1 7.7 65.0 103 

Town 12.5 15.9 71.4 270 
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The clearing of river channels is a waste of time and money. 



Ag ree 



Area 2 - Seward (Continued) 

Total , 16.6 

x^ = 13.623 at 2 df p < .01 

Area 3 - Henderson 

Rural 25.9 

Town 19.6 

Total , 22.5 

x^ = 1.603 at 2 df p - .50 

Area 4 - Beatrice 

Rural 29.8 

Town 13.6 

Total , 16.6 

x 2 = 10.391 at 2 df p < .01 

Large reservoirs should be constructed 

Area 1 - Friend 

Rural 63.6 

Town 68.5 

Total , 57.1 

x z = 0.588 at 2 df p < .80 

Area 2 - Seward 

Rural 55.3 

Town 72.5 

Total o 67.8 

x = 38.187 at 2 df p < .001 

Area 3 - Henderson 

Rural 64.4 

Town 70.8 

Total „ 67.9 

x 2 = 4.649 at 2 df p < ..10 

Area 4 - Beatrice 

Rural 62.6 

Town 80.2 

Total , 77.0 

x^ = 16,190 at 2 df p < .001 



Undecided Disagree N 



13.6 69.7 373 



18.2 55.7 104 

22.8 57.4 127 

20.7 56.7 231 



13.4 56.7 67 

16.6 69.7 294 

16.0 67.3 361 



to protect against flood damage. 

15,1 21.2 66 

14.1 17.2 162 

14.4 18.4 228 



11.6 33.0 103 

19.6 7.7 270 

17.4 14.7 373 



16.3 19.2 104 

19.6 9.4 127 

18.1 13.8 231 



13.4 23.8 67 

12.2 7.4 294 

12.4 10.5 361 



9 
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Second Survey 

Large reservoirs should be constructed to protect against flooa damage. 

Percentage 



Area 1 - Friend 

Rural 
Town 
Total „ 



= 5.34 at 2 df 
Seward 



x 

Area 2 

Rural 
Town 
Total . 

x 2 = 24.32 at 2 df 

Area 3 - Henderson 

Rural 
Town 
Total „ 
x< 

Area 4 

Rural 
Town 
Total , 



= 3.18 at 2 df 
Beatri ce 



Agree 



62.5 
75.6 
71 .1 
p < .05 



53.7 
69.9 
64.9 
p < .001 



71.4 , 
74.4 
72.9 
p < .10 



64.8 
76.8 
74.1 

p < .001 



Undecided 



15.0 
12.5 
13.3 



10.0 
15.9 
14.1 



10.9 
15.2 
13.1 



Disagree 



22.5 
11.8 
15.5 



36.1 
14.0 
20.9 



17.6 
10.4 
13.9 



8.7 
15.1 
13.7 



26.3 
7.9 
12.1 



x^ = 23.01 at 2 df 
A la^ge flood control dam should be built on Turkey Creek, 
Area 1 - Friend 



Rural 

Town 

Total 



x 2 = 6.19 at 2 df 



35.0 
25.9 
29.0 
p < .05 



18.7 
34.4 
29.0 



46.2 
39.6 
41 .8 



80 
152 
232 



119 

263 
382 



119 
125 
244 



91 

303 
394 



80 
154 
234 



A large flood control dam should be built on Lincoln Creek west of Seward, 
Area 2 - Seward 



Rural 

Town 

Total 



11.37 at 2 df 



20.1 
35.4 
30.7 
p < .01 



46.6 
42.3 
42.7 



36.1 
22.1 
26.5 



119 
262 
381 
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A large flood control dam should be buiU or. the Blue River near 8eav?r Crossing. 



ERIC 



Area 2 - Seward 

Rural 16.8 32.7 50.4 119 

Town 34.3 43.8 21.7 262 

Total 9 28.8 40.4 30.7 381 

x Z ■ 33.09 at 2 df p < ,001 

Large flood control dams should be built on the upper B<g Blue River. 
Area 3 - Henderson 



Rural 37.7 35.2 27.0 12? 
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Town 45.7 ' 39,5 14.7 129 

Total 9 41.8 37.4 20.7 251 

= 5.84 at 2 df p < .10 



Area 4 - Beatrice 

Rural 45.0 26.3 28.5 91 

Town 53.7 32.6 13.5 303 

Total _ 51.7 31.2 17.0 394 

x d = 10.48 at 2 df p < .01 



APPENDIX IV 

(This appendix includes all statistically significant differences between 
variables other than residence for all statements in all survey areas. In 
some tables the undecided dclumn has been omitted because of low cell fre- 
quencies so that a valid test of statistical significance could be made.) 
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FIRST PURVEY 



SIGNIFICANT OCCUPATION RESPONSES ON INDIVIDUAL QUESTIONS BY ISSUE AND AREA 

CHLORINATION 

Cities should use chlorination to disinfect tne'r water supply, 



Percentage 
Agree Undecided 



Area 4 - Beatrice 

Retired 
Farmer 

Labor & Clerical 

Business & Government 

Professional 

Housewife 

Total 



38,2 
54.2 
48.6 
58.6 
78.5 
62.7 
57.5 



20.5 
22.0 
20.2 
17.3 
10.7 
13.9 
18.0 



Disagree 



41.1 
23.7 
31.0 
23.9 
10.7 
23.2 
27.4 



x 2 = 19.527 at 10 df p < .05 

WATER 0UALITY AND PROPER FARMING METHODS 
The use of insecticides and herbicides should not be limited, 



Area ? - Seward 

Retired 
Farmer 

Labor & Clerics:, 

Business & Government 

Professional 

Housewife 

Total 

x 2 ■ 39.398 at <C 



18.5 
39.5 
15.5 
8.0 
8.3 
13.9 
20.5 



18.5 
13.1 
4.4 
8.0 
8.3 
9.6 
11.3 



62.8 
47.2 
80.0 
84.0 
83.3 
75.3 
68.0 



68 
59 
74 
46 
28 
85 
361 



70 
91 
45 
25 
36 
93 
360 



.001 



Area 



Henderson 



Reti red 
Farmer 

Labor & Clerical 

Business & Government 

Professional 

Housewife 

Total 



20.5 
44.0 
24.0 
14.2 
0.0 
21.8 
28.8 



79.4 
56.0 
76.0 
85.7 
100.0 
78.1 
71.1 



34 
75 
25 
14 
13 
32 
193 



17.395 



b df 



,01 
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(WATER QUALITY) Continued 



Percentage 

Agree Undecided Disagree N 



Area 4 - Beatrice 



Retired 10.2 

Farmer 33.8 

Labor & Clerical 0.0 

Business & Government 8.6 

Professional 3.5 

Housewife 12,7 

Total 11, 9 

x 2 = 46.941 at 10 df p < .001 



Area 1 - F''ienu 

Retired 47.1 

Fanner 20.6 

Labor & Clerical 37.5 

Business & Government 57.5 

Professional 60.0 

Housewife 47.8 

Total 41.3 

x 2 = 27.365 at 10 df p < .01 

Area 2 - Seward 

Retired 41.4 

Fanner 37.3 

Labor & Clerical 60.0 

Business & Government 48.0 

Professional 72.2 

Housewife 52.6 

Total 49.1 

x 2 = 32.820 at 10 df p < .001 

Area 3 - Henderson 

Retired 48.7 

Farmer 25.8 

Labor & Clerical 37.9 

Business & Government 47.0 

Professional 68.7 

Housewife 40.5 

Total 38.3 

a° = 25.893 at 10 df p < .01 



5.8 83.8 68 

13.5 52.5 59 

10.8 89.1 74 

4.3 86.9 46 

3.5 92.8 28 

9.3 77.9 86 

8.5 79.5 361 



20.7 32.0 53 

15.5 63.7 58 

18.7 43.7 32 

15.1 27.2 33 
20.0 20.0 10 

28.2 23.9 46 

19.8 38.7 232 



24.2 34.2 70 

9.8 52.7 91 

17.7 22.2 45 

20.0 32.0 25 

8.3 19.4 36 

22.5 24.7 93 

17.5 33.3 360 



17.9 33.3 39 

13.4 60.6 89 

27.5 24.4 29 

17.6 35.2 17 

18.7 12.5 16 
29.7 29.7 37 
19.3 42.2 227 



Conservation practices on farm land should be required by law. 
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Conservation practices on farm land should be required by law. (Continued) 



Agree 



Undecided 



Disagree 



Area 4 - Beatri ce 

Retired 
Farmer 

Labor & Clerical 

Business & Government 

Professional 

Housewife 

Total 



48.5 
30.5 
52.7 
36.9 
71 .4 
61.6 
49.8 



14.7 
11.8 
12.1 
13.0 
10.7 
13.9 
13.0 



x 2 = 26.892 at 10 df p < .01 

POLLUTION ABATEMENT 
There has been too much concern over water pollution. 
Area 1 - Friend 



Retired 
Farmer 

Labor & Clerical 

Business & Government 

Professional 

Housewife 

Total 



Area 2 - Seward 

Reti red 
Farmer 

Labor & Clerical 

Business & Government 

Professional 

Housewife 

Total 

x 2 = 19.989 at 5 df 

Area 3 - Henderson 

Reti red 
Farmer 

Labor & Clerical 

Business & Government 

Professional 

Housewife 

Total 

x 2 = 23,998 at 5 df 



27.6 
38.0 
13.7 
9.6 
0.0 
28.5 
24.5 



x 2 = 13.948 at 5 df p < .02 



34.4 
21.5 
6.8 
8.0 
8.3 
14.7 
17.5 

p < .01 



47.2 
23.0 
7.4 
5.8 
0.0 
19.3 
21.5 



36.7 
57.6 
35.1 
50.0 
17.8 
24.4 
37.1 



72.3 
62.0 
86.2 
90.3 
100.0 
71.4 
75.4 



65.5 
78.4 
93.1 
92.0 
91.6 
85.2 
82.4 



52.7 
76.9 
92.5 
94.1 
100.0 
80.6 
78.4 



68 
59 
74 
46 
28 
86 
361 



47 
50 
29 
31 
9 
42 
208 



58 
79 
44 
25 

36 

88 
'30 



36 
78 
27 
17 
15 
31 
204 



.001 
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There has been too much concern ove r water pollution. (Continued) 

Agree Undecided Disagree N 

Area 4 - Beatrice 



Retired 


36 


5 


63.4 


63 


Farrcer 


35 


8 


64.1 


53 


Labor & Clerical 


20 


0 


80.0 


70 


Business & Government 


10 


8 


89.1 


46 


Professional 


7 


1 


92.8 


28 


Housewife 


15 


8 


75.6 


82 


Total 


22 


2 


77.7 


342 


x 2 = 22.370 at 5 df p 


< 


001 






All feedlot operations should be prohibited from polluting streams. 




Area 2 - Seward 










Reti red 


77 


.7 


22.2 


63 


Farmer 


74 


.3 


25.6 


82 


Lahnr & flprical 


93 


0 


6.9 


43 


Business & Government 


95 


8 


4.1 


24 


Professional 


96 


9 


3.0 


33 


Housewife 


96 


6 


3.3 


90 


Total 


87 


1 


12.8 


335 


x c = 29.951 at 5 df p 


< 


001 






Area 4 - Beatrice 










Retired 


83 


.0 


16.9 


65 


Fanner 


50 


.0 


50.0 


52 


Labor & Clerical 


90 


.1 


9.8 


71 


Business & Government 


9! 


.3 


8.6 


46 


Professional 


96 


.1 


3.8 


26 


Housewife 


95 


n 
. u 


4.9 


81 


Total 


84 


.4 


15.5 


341 


x 2 = 60.166 at 5 df p 


< 


.001 






Only large feedlot operators 


should be prohibited from polluting streams 


Area 1 - Friend 










Reti red 


21 


.5 


78.4 


51 


Farmer 


52 


.9 


47.0 


51 


Labor & Clerical 


22 


5 


77.4 


31 


Business & Government 


13 


7 


86.2 


29 


Professional 


20 


0 


80.0 


10 


Housewife 


22 


7 


77.2 


44 


Total 


28.2 


71.7 


216 


x 2 = 20.946 at 5 df d 


< 


001 
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Agree Undecided Disagree N 
Only large feedlot operators should be prohibited from polluting streams . (Cont. ) 
Area 2 - Seward 



Retired 
Farmer 

Labor & Clerical 

Business & Government 

Professional 

Housewife 

Total 

x 2 = 15.554 at 5 df 

Area 3 - Henderson 

Retired 
Farmer 

Labor & Clerical 

Business & Government 

Professional 

Housewife 

Total 



32.8 
45.7 
34.8 
16.6 
20.0 
22.2 
31.0 

< .01 



27. 
59. 
20. 
43. 



12.5 
14.7 
37.1 



67.1 
54.2 
65.1 
83.3 
80.0 
76.6 
68.3 



72.7 



40 
79 
56 
87 
85 



,2 
,3 
,2 
.5 
.2 



64 

83 
43 
24 

35 
90 
339 



62.8 



33 
82 
29 
16 
16 
34 
21C 



x 2 = 34.491 at 5 df 



.001 



Area 4 - Beatrice 

Retired 31.8 68.1 66 

Farmer 58.7 41.0 56 

Labor S Clerical 22.5 77.4 71 

Business & Government 26.6 73.3 45 

Professional 11.1 88.8 27 

Housewife 15.0 85.0 80 

Total 28.1 71.8 345 

x 2 = 38.567 at 5 df p < .001 



TAX SUPPORT FOR POLLUTION ABATEMENT AND CONSERVATION 



I would rather have low taxes and low consumer prices than clean rivers. 



Area 1 - Friend 



Retired 


32.0 


11.3 


56.6 


53 


Farmer 


20.6 


31.0 


48.2 


58 


Labor & Clerical 


18.7 


34.3 


46.8 


32 


Business & Government 


9.0 


18.1 


72.7 


33 


Professional 


0.0 


20.0 


80.0 


10 


Housewi fe 


23.9 


21.7 


54.3 


46 


Total 


21 .1 


22.8 


56.0 


232 


x 2 = 18.459 at 10 df 


p < .05 
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I would rather have low taxes and low consumer prices than clean rivers . (Cont. ) 



Agree 



Undecided 



Disagree 



Area 2 - Seward 

Reti red 
Farmer 

Labor & Clerical 
Business & Government 
Professional 
Housewi fe 
Total 

x 2 = 33.246 at 10 df 

Area 4 - Beatrice 

Reti red 
Farmer 

Labor & Clerical 

Business & Government 

Professional 

Housewife 

Total 

x 2 = 23.747 at 10 df 



20.0 
25.2 
11.1 
12.0 
11.1 
10.7 
16.3 



32.8 
26.3 
20.0 
12.0 
5.5 
13.9 
20.5 



.001 



35.2 
25.4 
13.5 
8.6 
10.7 
12.7 
18.5 

p < .01 

RECREATION 



16.1 
18.6 
17.5 
13.0 
17.8 
17.4 
16.8 



We need more lakes and parks for recreation 
Area 1 - Friend 



Reti red 
Farmer 

Labor & Clerical 

Business & Government 

Professional 

Housewife 

Total 

x 2 = 12.540 at 5 df 

Area 4 - Beatrice 

Retired 
Farmer 

Labor & Clerical 

Business & Government 

Professional 

Housewife 

Total 

x 2 = 29.365 at 10 df 



54.3 
63.2 
63.3 
73.0 
0.0 
56.4 
39.8 

< .05 



42.6 
44.0 
71.6 
63.0 
78.5 
59.3 
58.1 



13.2 
13.5 
5.4 
19.5 
20.7 
12.7 
12.1 



47.1 
48.3 
68.8 
76.0 
83.3 
75.2 
63.0 



48.5 
55.9 
68.9 
78.2 
71.4 
69.7 
64.5 



45.6 
36.7 
36.6 
26.9 
100.0 
43.5 
60.1 



44.1 
42.3 
22.9 
17.3 
10.7 
27.9 
29.6 



70 
91 
45 
25 
36 
93 
360 



68 
59 
74 
46 
28 
86 
361 



46 
49 
30 
26 
8 
39 
198 



68 
59 
74 
46 
28 
86 
361 



.01 
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Agree Undecided Disagree N 



Parks should not be included in small watershed projects. 



Area 2 - Seward 



Retired 35.7 

Fanner 32.9 

Labor & Clerical 33.3 

Business & Government 24.0 

Professional 11.1 

Housewife 32.2 

Total 30.5 

x 2 = 43.233 at 10 df p < .001 

Area 3 - Henderson 

Retired 28.2 

Farmer 58.4 

Labor & Clerical 34.4 

Business & Government 35.2 

Professional 18.7 

Housewife 27.0 

Total 40.5 

x 2 = 23.821 at 10 df p < .01 

Area 4 - Beatrice 

Retired 44.1 

Farmre 47.4 

Labor & Clerical 37.8 

Business & Government 26.0 

Professional 32.1 

Housewife 26.7 

Total 36.0 



x^ = 19.780 at 10 df p < .05 



32.8 31.4 70 

14.2 52.7 91 

15.5 51.1 45 

16.0 60.0 25 

13.8 75.0 36 

39.7 27.9 93 

24.7 44.7 360 



33.3 38.4 39 
20.2 21 .3 89 

24.1 41.3 29 

29.4 35.2 17 
43.7 37.5 16 

43.2 29.7 37 
29.0 30.3 227 



22,0 33.8 68 

15.2 37.2 59 

21.6 40.5 74 
10.8 63.0 46 

10.7 57.1 28 
25.5 • 47.6 86 

19.3 44.5 361 



SPECIAL DISTRICTS 



Organizations for conserving soil and water should be smaller than a whole 
watershed area. 



Area 1 - Friend 



Retired 32.0 

Farmer 46.5 

Labor & Clerical 18.7 

Business & Government 27.2 

Profassional 40.0 



52.8 15.0 53 

31.0 22.4 58 

68.7 12.5 32 

33.3 39.3 33 

20.0 40.0 10 
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Agree Undecided Disagree 



N 



ERIC 



Area 1 - Friend (Continued) 

Housewife 23.9 63.0 13.0 46 

Total 31.8 47.4 20.6 232 

x 2 = 29.608 at 10 df p < .01 

Area 2 - Seward 

Retired 31.4 54.2 14.2 70 

Farmer 53.8 23.0 23.0 91 

Labor & Clerical 26.6 42.2 31.1 45 

Business & Government 48.0 28.0 24.0 25 

Professional 33.3 38.8 27.7 36 

Housewife 24.7 56.9 18.2 93 

Total 36.1 42.2 21.6 360 

x 2 = 35.133 at 10 df p < .001 

Area 3 - Henderson 

Retired 30.7 31.2 1 7.9 39 

Farmer 43.8 23.5 32.5 89 

Labor & Clerical 24.1 65.5 10.3 29 

Business & Government 35.2 52.9 11.7 17 

Professional 25.0 62.5 12.5 16 

Housewife 21.6 67.5 10.8 37 

Total 33.4 45.8 20.7 227 

x 2 = 33.520 at 10 df p < .001 

Area 4 - Beatrice 

Retired 73.1 23.6 12.9 68 

Farmer 37.2 23.7 38.9 59 

Labor & Clerical 14.8 55.4 29.7 74 

Business & Government 30.1 30.4 39.1 46 

Professional 14.2 53.5 32.1 28 

Housewife 20.9 60.4 18.6 86 

Total 28.5 43.7 27.7 361 

x 2 = 49.134 at 10 df p < .001 

IRRIGATION 

Reuse of irrigation water should be required by law. 
Area 2 - Seward 

Retired 75.7 10.0 14.2 70 

Farmer 73.6 8.7 17.5 91 
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Agree 



Undecided Disagree N 



Area 2 - Seward (Continued) 



Labor & Clerical 


64.4 


28.8 6 


6 


Rucinocc ft ftnv/ P rnmo n t 

DU J 1 IICj j 01 VJUVCMiiltt-Mt 


76 n 

/ V , u 


16.0 8 


0 


r rU T cb b 1 UN a 1 


ou . u 


36.1 13 


8 


nu u bcw i i c 


fid R 


20.4 15 


0 


Total 
i U la l 


00, J 


17.7 13 


8 


2 

x = 23 381 1 fi df 

A l J , JU 1 Qv 1 U U 1 


n < Dl 






Area 3 - Henderson 








Retired 


78.. 1 


21.8 


Fanner 


53.8 


46 


.1 


Labor & Clerical 


77.7 


22 


2 


Business & Government 


80.0 


20 


.0 


Professional 


78.5 


21 


.4 


nousewi Te 




25.8 


1 0 La 1 


DO . U 


31 


.9 


v 2 - 19 1 ^7 at R rlf 


n- 

p < . UD 






irrigators snouia De auie 


to use an 


unlimited amount of ground 


Area 4 - Beatrice 








Retired 


45.5 


10.2 44 


.1 


Farmer 


18.6 


11.8 69 


.4 


Labor & Clerical 


22.9 


5.4 71 


.6 


Business & Government 


17.3 


8.6 73.9 


Professional 


10.7 


10.7 78.5 


Housewife 


23.2 


12.7 63.9 


Total 


24.9 


9.9 65 


.0 


y 2 . oc pen A + in 
a - lD. ljU at I u u I 


p * .01 








FLOOD CONTROL 




jiila 1 i WaLcrbFitU projcLLb 


are not a 


necessary expenditure. 




Area 2 - Seward 








Reti red 


22.8 


31.4 45 


.7 


Farmer 


14.2 


5.4 80 


.2 


Labor & Clerical 


15.5 


15.5 68 


.8 


Business & Government 


12.0 


8.0 80 


.0 


Professional 


5.5 


13.8 80 


.5 


Housewife 


19.3 


32.2 48 


.3 


Total 


16.3 


19.7 63 


.8 


x 2 - 43.468 at 10 df 


p <■ .001 





45 
25 
36 
93 
360 



32 
78 
27 

15 
14 
31 
197 



68 

59 
74 
46 
28 
86 
361 



70 
91 
45 
25 
36 
93 
360 



9 
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Ac ree Undeci ded Di sagree N 
Small watershed projects are not a necessary expenditure. (Continued) 
Area 4 - Beatrice 



Retired 


27.9 


22.0 


50.0 


68 


Farmer 


25.4 


5.0 


69.4 


59 


Labor & Clerical 


21.6 


16.2 


62.1 


74 


Business & Government 


10.8 


15.2 


73.9 


HO 


Professional 


7.1 


14.2 


78.5 


CO 


Housewife 


10.4 


29.0 


60.4 


00 


Total 


18.2 


18.6 


63.4 


JO 1 


x 2 = 28.225 at 10 df 


p * .01 








The city council should prohibit people from building on flood plains 


• 


Area 1 - Friend 










Retired 


75.5 




24.4 


45 


Farmer 


89.3 




10.6 


H / 


Labor & Clerical 


69.5 




30.4 


97 
Cj 


Business & Government 


93.1 




6.8 




Professional 


55.5 




44.4 


Q 


Housewife 


75.6 




24.3 




Total 


80.0 




20.0 




x 2 = 11.600 at 5 df 


p< .05 








Area 2 - Seward 










Reti red 


72.4 




27.5 


58 


Farmer 


84.9 




10.5 


73 


Labor & Clerical 


66.6 




33.3 


36 


Business & Government 


70.0 




30.0 


?n 


Professional 


54.1 




',5.8 


?A 
C 4 


Housewi fe 


80.0 




20.0 


/ O 


Total 


75.1 




24.8 


C 00 


x 2 = 12.225 at 5 df 


p < >05 








The clearing of river channels is a 


waste of time and money. 




Area 1 - Friend 










Reti red 


37.7 


11. .3 


50.9 


53 


Farmer 


25.8 


27.5 


46.5 


58 


Labor & Clerical 


18.7 


18.7 


46.5 


32 


Business & Government 


12.1 


12.1 


75.7 


33 


Professional 


10.0 


20.0 


70.0 


10 


Housewife 


15.2 


26.0 


58.6 


46 


Total 


22.8 


19.8 


57.3 


232 



x = 18.728 at 10 df p < ,05 
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The clearing of river channels is a waste of time and money. (Continued) 



Agree Undecided Disagree N 

Area 2 - Seward 

Retired 22.8 27.1 50.0 70 

Farmer 27.4 8.7 63.7 91 

Labor & Clerical 13.3 11.1 75.5 45 

Business & Government 8.0 4.0 88.0 25 

Professional 5.5 13.8 80.5 36 

Housewife 11.8 15.0 73.1 93 

Total 17.2 14.4 68.3 360 

x 2 = 31 .563 at 10 df p < .001 

Area 4 - Beatrice 

Retired 23.5 17.6 58.8 68 

Farmer 30.5 13.5 55.9 59 

Labor & Clerical 16.2 9.4 74.3 74 

Business & Government 15.2 10.4 73.9 46 

Professional 7.1 10.7 82.1 28 

Housewife 8.1 23.2 68.6 86 

Total 17.1 15.2 67.5 361 

x 2 = 23.766 at 10 df p < .01 

Large reservoirs should be constructed to protect against flood damage. 

Area 2 - Seward 

Retired 68.5 22.8 8.5 70 

Farmer 57.1 8.7 34.0 91 

Labor & Clerical 80.0 15.5 4.4 45 

Business & Government 68.0 12.0 20.0 25 

Professional 72.2 19.4 8.3 36 

Housewife 68.8 21.5 9.6 93 

Total 67.5 16.9 15.5 360 

x 2 = 38.745 at 10 df d < .001 

Area 4 - Beatrice 

Retired 83.9 16.0 56 

Farmer 72.5 27.4 51 

Labor & Clerical 90.4 9.5 63 

Business & Government 97.6 2.3 42 

Professional 86.9 13.0 23 

Housewife 93.5 6.4 78 

Total 87.8 12.1 313 



x 2 = 18..592 at 5 df p < .01 
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SIGNIFICANT FARM INTEREST RESPONSES 
f)N INDIVIDUAL QUESTIONS BY ISSUE AND AREA 



First Survey 
WATER QUALITY AND PROPER FARMING METHODS 
Percentage 

Agree Undecided Disagree N 

Hilly land near streams should not be used for crops. 
Area 2 - Seward 

Non Farm Interest 32.7 21.0 46.2 238 

Farm Interest 26.4 10.7 62.8 140 

Total , 30.4 17.1 52.3 378 

x c = 11.257 at 2 df p < .01 

The use of insecticides and herbicides should not be limited. 

Area 2 - Seward 

Non Farm Interest 11,7 9.6 78.5 238 

Farm Interest 32.8 12.8 54.2 140 

Total 19.5 10.8 69.5 378 
= 28.333 at 2 df p < .001 

Area 3 - Henderson 

Non Farm Interest 10.6 11.7 77.6 94 

Farm Interest 33.0 15.4 51.4 142 

Total 24.1 13.9 61.8 236 

x 2 = 18.694 at 2 df p < .001 

Area 4 - Beatrice 

Non Farm Interest 6.4 27.9 85.5 277 

Farm Interest 26.5 12.2 61.2 98 

Total , 11.7 9.0 79.2 375 

x^ = 31.649 at 2 df p < .001 

Conservation practices on farm land should be required by law. 

Area 1 - Friend 

Non Farm Interest 52.7 20.4 26.7 127 

Farm, Interest 28,3 18.8 52.8 106 

Total , 41.6 19.7 38.6 233 
x d = 18.531 at 2 df p < .001 



d 117 

ERIC 



Conservation practices on farm land should be required by law. (Continued) 



Agree 



Undecided 



Disagree 



Area 2 - Seward 

Non Farm Interest 
Farm Interest 
Total 

x 2 = 22.769 at 2 df 

Area 3 - Henderson 

Non Farm Interest 
Farm Interest 
Total 



x 

Area 4 



2 = 21.162 at 2 df 
Beatrice 



Non Farm Interest 
Farm Interest 
Total 

x 2 = 8.473 at 2 df 



56.3 
40.7 
81.9 
p < .001 



57 ."4 
28.1 
39.8 
p < v 001 



53.4 
38.7 
49.6 
p < .02 



20.1 
12.1 
27.8 



15.9 
20.4 
T8.6 



12.9 
11.2 
12.5 



POLLUTION ABATEMENT 
There has been too much concern over water pollution. 
Area 1 - Friend 



Non Farm Interr** 
Farm Interest 
Total - 

x 2 = 13.421 at 2 df 

Area 2 - Seward 

No. i Farm Interest 
Farm Interest 
Total , 

x 2 = 12.593 at 2 df 

Area 4 - Beatrice 

Non Farm Interest 
Farm Interest 
Total 

x 2 = 15.482 at 2 df 



14.1 
31.1 
21.8 
p < .01 



13.0 
19.2 
15.3 
P < .01 



16.2 
32.6 
20.5 
p < .001 



7.8 
13.2 
10.3 



5.0 
13.5 
8.2 



4.3 
8.1 
5.3 



23.5 
47.1 
52.3 



26.5 
51.4 
41.5 



33.5 
50.0 
37.8 



77.9 
55, 6 
67.8 



81.9 
67.1 
76.4 



79.4 
59.1 
74.1 



238 
140 
378 



94 
142 
236 



277 
98 
375 



127 
106 

233 



238 
140 

378 



277 
98 
375 
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Agree Undecided Disagree N 
All feedlot operators should be prohibited from polluting streams. 
Area 2 - Seward 

Non Farm Interest 87.8 5.0 7.1 238 

Farm Interest 72.1 9.2 18.5 140 

Total. 82.0 6.6 11.3 378 

- = 15,161 at 2 df p < .001 

Area 3 - Henderson 

Non Farm Interest 87.2 6.3 6.3 94 

Farm Interest 70.4 9.8 19.7 142 

Total. 77.1 8.4 14.4 236 

x 1 - = 9.860 at 2 df d < .01 

Area 4 - Beatrice 

Non Farm Interest 88.4 4.6 6.8 277 

Farm Interest 57.1 8.1 34.6 98 

Total. 80.2 5.6 14.1 375 

= 50.077 at 2 df p < .001 

Only large feedlot operators should be prohibited from polluting streams. 

Area 3 - Henderson 

Non Farm Interest 14,8 6.3 78.7 94 

Farm Interest 46.4 7.0 46.4 142 

Total, 33.8 6.7 59.3 236 

x~ = 26.594 at 2 df p < .001 

Area 4 - Beatrice 

Non Farm Interest lb.0 4.6 77.2 277 

Farm Interest 47.9 4.0 47.9 98. 

Total. 25.8 4,5 69.6 375 

x^ = 34.020 at 2 df p < .001 



TAX SUPPORT FOR POLLUTION ABATEMENT AND CONSERVATION 

I would rather have low taxes and low consumer prices than clean rivers.. 
Area 1 - Friend 

Non Farm Interest 18.8 14.9 66.1 , T 27 

Farm Interest 23.5 32.0 44.3 106 

Total. 21.0 22.7 56.2 233 

x^ = 12,928 at 2 df o < .01 
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I would rather have low taxes and low consumer urices than clean rivers. (Cont) 



Agree Undecided Disagree 



Area 2 - Seward 



Non Farm Interest 9.2 18.9 71.8 238 

Farm Interest 27.8 23.5 48.5 140 

Total, 16.1 20.6 63.2 378 

x 2 = 27.407 at 2 df p < .001 



RECREATION 

We need more lakes and Darks for recreation. 
Area 2 - Seward 

Non Psrm Interest 49.1 18.0 32.7 238 

Farm Interest 43.5 10.0 46.4 140 

Total, 47.0 U.O 37.6 378 

x 2 = 8.733 at 2 df d < .02 

Area 3 - Henderson 

Non Farm Interest 58.5 15.9 25.5 94 

Farm Interest 33.0 17.6 49.2 

Total 43.2 16.9 39.8 236 

x2 = 16.560 at 2 df p < .001 

Area 4 - Beatrice 

Non Farm Interest 64.2 12.6 23.1 277 

Farm Interest 41.8 11.2 46.9 98 

Total. 58.4 12.2 29.3 375 

x 2 = 20.368 at 2 df p < .001 

Parks snould not be included in small watershed projects. 
Area 3 - Henderson 

Non Farm Interest 21.2 36.1 42.5 94 

Farm Interest 51.4 26.7 21.8 142 

Total 39.4 30.5 30.0 236 

x 2 = 22.745 at.. 2 df D < .001 

Area 4 - Beatrice 

Non Farm Interest 31.0 22.0 46.9 277 

Farm Interest 51.0 11.2 37.7 98 

Total 36.2 19.2 *4.5 375 

x 2 = 13.727 at 2 df p < .01 



ERIC 



120 



SPECIAL DISTRICTS 



Organizations for conserving soil and 
watershed area. 

Agree 

Area 1 - Friend 



Non Farm Interest 24.4 

Farm Interest 41 .5 

iota!. 32.1 

x l = 9.832 at 2 df p < .01 

Area 2 - Seward 

Non Farm Interest 28.9 

Farm Interest 47.1 

Total. 35.7 

x = 13.373 at 2 df p ^ .01 

Area 3 - Henderson 

Non Farm Interest 23.4 

Farm Interest 38.7 

Total , 32.6 

a = 14.692 at 2 df p < .001 

Area 4 - Beatrice 

Non Farm Interest 25.6 

Farm Interest 33.6 

Total, 27.7 

= 14.600 at 2 df p < .001 



water should be smaller than a whole 



Undecided Disagree N 

55.9 -19.6 127 

36.7 21.6 106 

47.2 20.6 233 



48.3 22.6 238 

32.8 20.0 140 

42.5 21.6 378 



62.7 13.8 94 

37.3 23.9 142 

47.4 19.9 236 



50.5 23.8 277 

28.5 37.7 98 

44.8 27.4 375 



IRRIGATION 

Reuse of irriuduon water should be required by law. 
Area 3 - Henderson 

Non Farm Interest 65.9 15.9 18.0 94 

Farm Merest 53.5 1 1 .9 34.5 142 

Total, 58.4 13.5 27.9 236 

x d = 7,612 at 2 df p < .05 

FLOOD CONTROL 

Small watersned projects a^e not a necessary exoendi tu^e. 
Area 2 - Seward 

Non Farm, Interest 1 5,1 23.5 61.3 238 

Farm Interest 17.1 11 .4 71 .4 140 

Total, 15.8 19.0 65.0 378 

x Z « 8 379 at 2 df p < .02 
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Agree Undecided Disagree 



N 



The City Council should prohibit people from building on flood plains. 
Area 4 - Beatrice 

Non Farm Interest 68.2 14.4 17.3 277 

Farm Interest 52.0 19.3 28.5 98 

Total, 64.0 15.7 20.2 375 

= 8.605 at I df p < .02 

The clearing of river channels is a waste of time and money. 



Area 1 - Friend 



Non Farm In'cerest 17.3 

Farm Interest 29.2 

Total, 22.7 

= 8.680 at 2 df p < .™ 

Area 2 - Seward 

Non Farm Interest 11.7 

Farm Interest 25.0 

Total 16.6 

x 2 = 11.213 at 2 df p < .01 

Area 4 - Beatrice 

Non Farm Interest 13.7 

Farm Interest 25.5 

Total 0 16.8 

= 7.205 at 2 df p < .05 

Large reservoirs should be constructed 

Area 2 - Seward 

Non Farm Interest 72.6 

Farm Interest 59.2 

Total, , 67.7 

x l - 25.495 at 2 df ' p < .001 

Area 3 - Henderson 

Non Farm Interest 79 . : 7 

Farm Interest 60.5 

Total 0 68.2 

x 2 = 10.058 at 2 df p < .01 



16.5 66.1 127 

23.5 47.1 106 

19.7 57.5 233 



15.5 72.6 238 

12.1 62.8 140 

14.2 69.0 378 



16.2 70.0 277 

14.2 60.2 98 

15.7 67.4 375 



to protect against flood damage. 



19.3 7.9 238 

13.5 27.1 140 

17.1 15.0 378 



12.7 7.4 94 

21.1 18.3 142 

17.7 13.9 236 
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Agree Undecided Disagree N 
Large reservoirs should be constructed to protect against flood damage. (Cont.) 



Area 4 - Beatrice 

Non Farm Interest 80.8 
Farm Interest 65.3 
Total, 76.8 

x^ = 13.238 at 2 df p < .01 



11.9 7.2 277 

15.3 19.3 98 

12.8 10.4 375 



SIGNIFICANT EDUCATION RESPONSES ON INDIVIDUAL QUESTIONS BY ISSUE AND AREA 

First Survey 
CHLORI NATION 

Cities should use chlorination to disinfect their water supply. 
Area 1 - Friend 

0 - 8 years 35.1 44.4 20.3 54 

9 - 12 years 53.9 31.7 14.2 126 

13 + years 64.1 26.4 9.4 53 

Total. 51.9 33.4 14.5 233 

x^ = 9.593 at 4 df n < .05 

Area 3 - Henderson 

0 - 8 years 40.3 19.3 40.3 62 

9 - 12 years 44.8 35.3 19.8 116 

13 + years 60.3 27.5 12.0 58 

Total. 47.4 29.2 23.3 236 

x^ = 17.917 at 4 df p < .01 

Area 4 - Beatrice 

0 - 8 years 33.7 16.8 49.4 89 

9 - 12 years 55.2 20.9 23.8 210 

13 + years 76.3 11.8 11.8 76 

Total 54.4 18.1 27.4 375 

x 2 = 39.821 at 4 df p < .001 

WATER QUALITY AND PROPER FARMING METHODS 

The use of insecticides and herbicides should not be limited. 

A^ea 2 - Seward 

0 - 8 years 21 .7 21 .7 56.4 101 

9 - 12 years 23.3 7.1 69.4 167 

13 + years 11.8 6.3 81 .8 110 

Total. 19.5 10.8 69.5 378 

x d « 24 ..963 at 4 df d < .001 
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Agree Undecided Disagree N 
Conservation practices on farm land should be required by law. 
Area 4 - Beatrice 

0 - 8 years 40.4 14.6 44.9 89 

9 - 12 years 48.0 12.8 39.0 210 

12 + years 64.4 9.2 26.3 76 
Total 9 49.6 -12.5 37.8 375 

x d = 9.912 at 4 df p < .05 

POLLUTION ABATEMENT 
There has been too much concern over water pollution. 
Area 1 - Friend 

.0-8 years 35.1 12.9 51.8 54 

9 - 12 years 19.8 11.9 68.2 126 

13 + years 13.2 3.7 83.0 53 
Total. 21.8 10.3 67.8 233 

= 13.145 at 4 df p < .01 

Area 2 - Seward 

0 - 8 years 28.7 18.8 52.4 101 

9 - 12 years 12.5 5.3 82.0 167 

13 + years 7.2 2.7 90.0 110 

Total. 15.3 8.2 76.4 378 

= 47.680 at 4 df p < .001 

Area 3 - Henderson 

0 - 8 years 32.2 8.0 59.6 62 

9 - 12 years 19.8 9.4 70.6 116 

13 + years 3.4 12.0 84.4 58 

Total, 10.0 9.7 71.1 236 

f 1 = 16.220 at 4 df p < .01 

Area 4 - Beatrice 

0 - 8 years 34.6 65.3 78 

9 - 12 years 20.8 79.1 201 

13 + years 10.5 89.4 76 

Total, 21.6 78.3 355 

^ = 13.31 at 2 df d < .01 

All feedlot operators should be Drohibited from polluting streams. 

Area 1 - Friend 

0 - 8 years //.0 22.9 48 

9 - 12 years 90.0 10.0 120 
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Agree Undecided Disagree 



N 



All feedlot operators should be prohibited from polluting streams. (Cont.) 



13 + years 95.0 

Total 88.6 

x 2 = 9.48 at 2 df p < .01 

Area 2 - Seward 

0-8 years 73.2 

9 - 12 years 82.6 

13 + years 89.0 

Total 82.0 

K d = 12.501 at 4 df p < .02 

Area 4 Beatrice 

0-8 years 72.8 

9-12 years 87.0 

13 + years 93.1 

Total, 85.0 

x^ = 13.82 at 2 df p < .01 



Area 2 - Seward 

0-8 years 37.6 

9-12 years 31 .1 

13 + years 18.1 

Total. 29.1 

x 2 = 23.871 at 4 df o < .001 

Area 4 - Beatrice 

0-8 years 40.9 

9-12 years 23.7 

13 + years 20.5 

Total 27.0 

x 2 = 10.77 at 2 df p < .01 



Area 1 - Friend 

0-8 years 38.8 

9-12 years 19.8 

13 + years 5.6 

Total 21.0 

x 2 = 28.835 at 4 df d < .001 



3.0 52 
11.3 220 



11.8 14.8 101 

4.1 13.1 167 

5.4 5.4 110 

6.6 11.3 378 



27.1 81 

13.0 200 

6.8 73 

14.9 354 



11.8 50.4 101 

3.5 65.2 167 

2.7 79.0 110 

5.5 65.3 378 



59.0 83 

76.2 202 

79.4 73 

72.9 358 



20.3 40.7 54 

28.5 51.5 126 

11.3 83.0 53 

22.7 56.2 233 



Only large feedlot operators should be prohibited from polluting streams. 



TAX SUPPORT FOR POLLUTION ABATEMENT AND CONSERVATION 
I would rather have low taxes and low consumer prices than clean rivers. 
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I would rather have low taxes and low consumer prices than clean rivers. (Cont.) 



Agree 



Undecided 



Di sagree 



Area 2 - Seward 

0-8 years 
9-12 years 
13 + years 
Total, 



30.108 at 4 df 



Area 3 - Henderson 
0-8 years 
9-12 years 
13 + years 
Total 

x 2 = 21.506 at 4 df 

Area 4 - Beatrice 

0-8 years 
9-12 years 
13 + years 
Total. 

x l = 12.535 at 4 df 



26.7 
14.9 
8.1 
16.1 

p < .001 



40.3 
22.4 
6.8 
23.3 

p < .001 



29.2 
15,7 
13.1 
18.4 
o < , 



30.6 
19.1 
13.6 
20.6 



19.3 
21 .5 
17.2 
19.9 



20.2 
14.7 
17.1 
16.5 



42.5 
65.8 
78.1 
63.2 



40.3 
56.0 
75.8 
56.7 



50.5 
69.5 
69.7 
65.0 



101 
167 
110 
378 



62 
116 

58 
236 



89 
210 

76 
375 



02 



RECREATION 



We need more lakes and parks for recreation 
Area 4 - Beatrice 



0-8 years 
9-12 years 
1 3 + years 
Total _ 

x 2 = 33.822 at 4 df 



34.8 
62.8 
73.6 
58.4 

P < • 



13.4 
12.8 
9.2 
12.2 



001 



51.6 
24.2 
17.1 
29.3 



Parks should not be included in small watershed projects. 

Area 2 - Seward 

0-8 years 
9-12 years 
13 + years 
Total 



x 2 = 13.483 at 4 df 



34.6 
33.5 
19.0 
29.6 
p < .01 



29.7 
22.1 
22.7 
24.3 



35.6 
44.3 
58.1 
46.0 



89 
210 

76 
375 



101 
167 
110 
378 
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SPECIAL DISTRICTS 



Organizations for conserving soil and water should be smaller than a whol 
watershed area. 



Area 1 - Friend 

0-8 years 
9-12 years 
13 + years 
Total, 

= 10.000 at 4 df 



Agree 



27.7 
37.3 
24.5 
32.1 
P < ■ 



undecided Disagree 



61.1 
42.0 
45.2 
47.2 



11.1 
20.6 
30.1 
20.6 



05 



IRRIGATION 



Irrigators should be able to use an unlimited amount of ground water. 
Area 2 - Seward 



0-8 years 
9-12 years 
13 + years 
Total, 

x d = 28.935 at 4 df 

Area 4 - Beatrice 

0-8 years 
9-12 years 
13 + years 
Total, 

= 20.664 at 4 df 



43.5 
25.1 
13.6 
26.7 

p < .001 



38.2 
23.3 
9.2 
24.0 

P < ■ 



4.9 
12.5 
7.2 
8.9 



51 .4 

62.2 
79.0 
64.2 



11.2 
8.5 
13.1 
10.1 



50.5 
68.0 
77.6 
65.8 



001 



FLOOD CONTROL 



Small watershed projects are not a necessary expenditure. 



Area 1 - Friend 

0-8 years 
9-12 years 
13 + years 
Total 



31.4 

19.0 
16.9 
21.4 



x 2 = 11.812 at 4 df D < .02 



27.7 
24.6 
11.3 
22.3 



40.7 
56.3 
71 .6 
56. 2 



Area 2 - Seward 

0-8 years 
9-12 years 
13 + years 
Total. 

x^ = 12.583 at 4 df 



20.7 
15.5 
11.8 
15.8 
p < .02 



27.7 
16.7 
14.5 
19.0 



51.4 
67.6 
73.6 
65.0 



N 



54 

126 
53 
233 



101 
167 
110 
378 



89 
210 

76 
375 



54 

126 
53 
233 



101 
167 

no 

378 
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Agree Undecided Disagree 



N 



The clearing of river channels is a waste of time and money. 



Area 1 - Friend 

0-8 years 35.1 
9-12 years 20.6 
13 + years 15.0 
Total. 22.7 

= 9.591 at 4 df p < .05 



14.8 50.0 54 

23.8 55.5 126 

15.0 69.8 53 

19.7 57.5 53 



Area 2 - Seward 



0 - 8 years 33.6 

9-12 years 11.3 

13 + years 9.0 

Total, 16.6 

x 2 = 30.973 at 4 df p < .001 



14.8 51.4 101 

12.5 76.0 167 

16.3 74.5 110 

14.2 69.0 378 



Large reservoirs should be constructed to protect against flood damage. 
Area 4 - Beatrice 

0 - 8 years 61 .7 20.2 17.9 89 

9 - 12 years 81 .4 10.4 8.0 210 

13 + years 81 .5 10.5 7.8 76 

Total, 76.8 12.8 10.4 375 

x 2 = 14.890 at 4 df p < .01 



SIGNIFICANT AGE RESPONSES ON INDIVIDUAL QUESTIONS BY ISSUE AND AREA 



Fi rst Survey 
CHL0RINATI0N 



Cities should use chlorination to disinfect their water supply 



Area 3 - Henderson 



20 - 35 years 55.6 

36 - 55 years 50.7 

56 + years 34.2 

Total 47.2 

x 2 = 13.820 at 4 df p < .01 

Area 4 - Beatrice 

20 - 35 years 61 .3 

36 - 55 years 64.5 

56 + years 38.4 

Total. 54.4 

x 2 = 29.827 at 4 df o < .001 



26.1 18.1 88 

33.8 15.4 71 

28.9 36.8 76 
29.3 23.4 235 



18.9 19.6 132 

19.0 16.3 110 

17.6 44.0 125 

18.5 26.9 367 
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POLLUTION ABATEMENT 



Agree Undecided Disaqree N 
There has been too n>uch concern over water oollution. 



Area 1 - Friend 



20 - 35 years 15.1 
36 - 55 years 16.9 
56 + years 32.5 
Total 22.0 

x 2 = 15.344 at 4 df p < .01 

Area 2 - Seward 

20 - 35 years 12.8 
36 - 55 years 1 3.0 

56 + years 24.1 
Total- 15.5 

x 2 = 18.001 at 4 df d < .01 



5.8 79.0 86 

10.1 72.8 59 

15.1 52.3 86 

10.3 67.5 231 



6.4 80.7 203 

4.7 82.1 84 

16.0 59.7 87 

8.2 76.2 374 



Area 3 - Henderson 

20 - 35 years 11.3 
36 - 55 years 11.2 
56 + years 35.5 
Total. 19.1 

x 2 = 23.621 at 4 df D < .001 



6.8 81.8 88 

9.8 78.8 71 

13.1 51.3 76 

9.7 71.0 235 



Area 4 - Beatrice 

20 - 35 years 15.9 
36 - 55 years 10.9 
56 + years 35.2 
Total 20.9 

x 2 = 27.865 at 4 df p < .001 



3.0 81.0 132 

6.3 82.7 110 
7.2 57.6 125 

5.4 73.5 367 



TAX SUPPORT FOR POLLUTION ABATEMENT AND CONSERVATION 



I would rather have low taxes and low consumer prices than clean rivers. 



Area 1 - Friend 

20 - 35 years 9.3 
36 - 55 years 11 .8 

56 + years 38.3 
Total 20.7 

x 2 = 27.285 at 4 df p < .001 



23.2 67.4 86 

30.5 57.6 59 

17.4 44.1 86 

22.9 56.2 231 
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Agree Undecided Disagree 



N 



I would rather have low taxes and low consumer prices than clean rivers. (Cont. ) 



Area 3 - Henderson 

20 - 35 years 
36 - 55 years 
56 + years 



Total 



2 = 12.787 at 4 



df 



Area 4 - Beatrice 

20 - 35 years 
36 - 55 years 
56 + years 
Total g 



x 2 = 12.227 at 4 df 



18.1 
14.0 
36.8 
22.9 
o < .02 



12.8 
15.4 
27.2 
18.5 
p < .02 



22.7 
21.1 
15.7 
20.0 



59.0 
64.7 
47.3 
57.0 



15.1 
16.3 
19.2 
16.8 



71.9 
68.1 
53.6 
64.5 



RECREATION 



We need more lakes and parks for recreation 
Area 4 - Beatrice 



20 - 35 years 
36 - 55 years 
56 + years 
Total _ 



68.1 
70.9 
35.2 
57.7 
p < .001 



13.6 
12.7 
11.2 
12.5 



18.1 
16.3 
53.6 
29.1 



x c = 53.620 at 4 df 
Parks should not be included in small watershed projects. 



Area 2 - Seward 

20 - 35 years 
36 - 55 years 
56 + years 
Total. 

x d = 16.853 at 4 df 

Area 4 - Beatrice 

20 - 35 years 
36 - 55 years 
56 + years 
Total „ 

x 2 = 28.316 at 4 df 



25.6 
25.0 
43.6 
29.6 

P < . 



26.6 
17. 8 
26.4 
24.5 



01 



21 .2 
38.1 
51.2 
36.5 

p < .001 



24.2 
14.5 
19.2 
19.6 



47.7 
57.1 
29.8 
45.7 



54.5 
47.2 
29.6 
43.8 



88 
71 
/6 
235 



132 
110 
125 
367 



132 
110 
125 
367 



203 
84 
87 

374 



132 
110 
125 
367 
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SPECIAL DISTRICTS 



Agree 



Undecided Disagree 



Organizations for conserving soil and water should be smaller 
than a whole watershed area. 



Area 2 ■ Seward 

20 - 35 years 29.0 44.8 

36 - 55 years 47.6 29.7 

56 + years 39.0 50.5 

Total , 35.5 42.7 

x^ = 17.942 at 4 df d < .01 



26.1 
22.6 
10.3 
21 .6 



IRRIGATION 

Irrigators should be able to use an unlimited amount of ground water. 
Area 2 - Seward 



20 - 35 years 
36 - 55 years 
56 + years 
Total ~ 

= 13.936 at 4 df 

Area 4 - Beatrice 

20 - 35 years 
36 - 55 years 
56 + years 
Total „ 

x^ = 12.761 at 4 df 



22, 
27, 
35, 
26, 



13.3 
2.3 
5.7 
9.0 



64.0 
70.2 
58.6 
64.1 



,01 



20.4 i2.8 

17.2 8.1 

34.4 8.8 

24.2 10.0 
p < .02 

FLOOD CONTROL 



66.6 
74.5 
56.8 
65.6 



Small watershed projects are not a necessary exDenditure, 

Area 1 - Friend 

20 - 35 years 
36 - 55 years 
56 + years 
Total. 



12.680 at 4 df 



17.4 
11.8 
32.5 
21 .6 

p < .02 



23.0 
20.3 
24.4 
22.5 



60.4 
67.7 
43.0 
55.8 



Area 2 - Seward 

20 - 35 years 
36 - 55 years 
56 + years 
Total ? 

x^ = 20.242 at 



4 df 



13.3 
^1 .9 
25.2 
15.7 

d < .001 



17.7 
11.9 
28.7 
18.9 



68.9 
76.1 
45.9 
65.2 



203 
84 
87 

374 



203 
84 
87 

374 



132 
110 
125 
367 



86 
59 
86 
231 



203 
84 
87 

374 
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Agree Undecided Disagree N 



The clearing of river channels is a waste of time and money. 
Area 1 - Friend 

20 - 35 years* 13.9 22.0 63.9 86 

36 - 55 years 18.6 27.1 54.2 59 

56 + years 34.8 10.4 54.6 86 

22.9 19.0 58.0 231 



Total, 22.9 
yC = 15.446 at 4 df p < .01 



Area 2 - Seward 

20 - 35 years 11.8 15.2 72.9 203 

36 - 55 years 16.6 10.7 72.6 84 

56 + ye>rs 28.7 14.9 56.3 87 

Total, 16.8 14.1 68.9 374 

x d = 13.897 at 4 df p < .01 

SIGNIFICANT- INCOME RESPONSES ON INDIVIDUAL QUESTIONS BY ISSUE AND AREA 

First Survey 

CHLORINATION 

Cities should use chlorination to disinfect their water supply. 
Area 4 - Beatrice 



$0 - 5,000 36.6 18.7 44.6 112 

$5,001 - 10,000 59.2 17.1 23.6 152 

$10,001 - 15,000 71.2 15.0 13.6 73 

$15,001 - 72.7 13.6 13.6 

Total, 55.4 16.9 27.5 . *9 

x 2 = 31 .849 at 6 df d < .001 

WATER QUALITY AND PROPER FARMING METHODS 

Hilly land near streams should not be used for crops. 

Area 2 - 3eward 

$0 - 5,000 29.4 27.4 43.1 102 

$5,001 - 10,000 28.4 15.2 56.2 151 

$10,001 - 15,000 31.4 8.5 60.0 70 

$15,000 - 33.3 13.3 53.3 30 

Total, 29.7 17.2 52.9 353 

x d = 12.927 at 6 df p < .05 
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Agree Undecided 
POLLUTION ABATEMENT 
There has been too much concern over water nollution, 



Disagree 



Area 2 - Seward 

$0 - 5,000 
$5,001 - 1 0,000 



$10,001 
$15,001 
Total 



- 15,000 



22.812 at 6 df 



25.4 
13.2 
7.1 
10.0 
15.2 

D < , 



12.7 
3.3 
8.5 

10.0 
7,5 



61 .7 
83.4 
84.2 
80.0 
77.0 



102 
151 
70 
30 
353 



001 



TAX SUPPORT FOR POLLUTION ABATEMENT AND CONSERVATION 



I would rather have low taxes and low consumer prices than clean rivers, 
Area 1 - Friend 



$0 - 5,000 
$5,001 - 10,000 



$10,001 
$15,001 
Total 0 



- 15,000 



20.517 at 6 df 



Area 2 - Seward 



SO - 5,000 



$5,001 

$10,001 

$15,001 

T^.alo 



10,000 
- 15,000. 



1 6.255 at 6 df 



31 .5 
15.7 
10.3 
12..5 
21 ,3 
P < ■ 



21 A 
13.9 
12.8 
6.6 
16.9 



16.8 
33.7 
10.3 
18.7 
22.7 



51 .5 
50.5 
79.3 
68.7 
55.8 



95 
89 
29 
16 
229 



01 



22.5 
17.8 
18.5 
13.3 
18.9 



50.0 
68.2 
68.5 
80.0 
64.0 



102 
151 
70 
30 
353 



.02 



Area 4 - Beatrice 

$0 - 5,000 
$5,001 - 10,000 
$10,001 - 15,000 
$15,001 - 
Total „ 



21,958 at 6 df 



29.4 
17,1 
9.5 
0.0 
18.3 
P < ■ 



18.7 
12,5 
'9.1 

18.1 



51 .7 
70.3 
71 .2 
81 .8 
65.4 



112 
152 
73 
22 
359 



01 



RECREATION 



We need more lakes and parks for recreation.. 



$0 - 5,000 
$5,001 - 10,000 
$10,001 - 15,000 



42.8 
67.1 
64.3 



15.1 
9.8 
12.3 



4; ,9 
23.0 
23.2 



112 
152 
73 
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Agree Undecided Disagree 



N 



We need more lakes and parks for recreation. (Continued) 

$15,001 - 72.7 4,5 22.7 22 

Total 9 59.3 11.6 28.9 359 

= "19.723 at 6 df p < .01 

Parks should not be included in small watershed projects. 



Area 1 - Friend 



$0 - 5,000 36.8 
$5,001 - 10,000 35.9 
$10,001 - 15,000 17.2 
$15,001 - 12.5 
Totals 32.3 

x d = 17.126 at 6 df p < .01 



Area 2 - Seward 



33.6 29.4 95 

28.0 35.9 89 

17.2 65.5 29 

25.0 62.5 16 

28.8 38.8 229 



SO - 5,000 37.2 

$5,001 - 10,000 27.1 

$10,001 - 15,000 27.1 

$15,001 - 20.0 

Total, 24.4 

x. d = 1 5.042 at 6 df p < .02 



32.3 30.3 102 

22.5 50.3 151 

18.5 54.2 70 
23.3 56.6 30 

24.6 45.8 353 



SPECIAL DISTRICTS 



Organizations for conserving soil and water should be smaller than 
a whole watershed area. 



Area 2 - Seward 



$0 - 5,000 30.3 

$5,001 - 10,000 33.1 

$10,001 - 15,000 34.2 

$15,001 - 50.0 

Total. 33.9 

K d = 13.802 at 6 df p < .05 

Area 3 - Henderson 

$0 - 5,000 30.0 

$5,001 - 10,000 28.2 

$10,001 - 15,000 41.3 

$15,001 - 41.1 

TotaU 33.3 

x 2 = 13.185 at 6 df p < .05 



54.9 14.7 102 

39.0 27 8 151 

40.0 25. 7 70 

40.0 10.0 30 

43.9 22.0 353 



61.6 8.3 60 
47.0 24.7 85 

34.7 23.9 46 
35.2 23.5 34 
46.6 20.0 225 
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Agree Undecided Disagree 



N 



Organizations for conserving soil and water should be smaller than 
a whole watershed area. (Continued) 

Area 4 - Beatrice 



$0 - 5,000 
$5,001 - 10,000 



$10,001 
$15,001 
Total 2 



- 15,000 



14.678 at 6 df 



37.5 


46 


5 


16.0 


23.6 


43 


4 


32.8 


20.5 


49 


3 


30.1 


22.7 


40 


9 


36.3 


27.2 


45 


4 


27.2 


p < .05 









IRRIGATION 



Irrigators should be able to use an unlimited amount of ground water. 
Area 4 - Beatrice 



c nnn 


J./ . D 




8 


9 


53.5 


'tR nm . in nnn 


?i n 




13. 


1 


65.7 


$10,001 - 15,000 


20.5 




6. 


8 


72.6 


$15,001 - 


4.5 




4. 


5 


90.9 


Total 


25.0 




10. 


0 


64.9 


x 2 = 20.381 at 6 df 


p < . 


01 










FLOOD 


CONTROL 








Small watershed projects are 


not a 


necessary expenditure. 


Area 1 - Friend 












$0 - 5,000 


32.6 




21 


0 


46.3 


$5,001 - 10,000 


14.6 




29 


2 


56.1 


$10,001 - 15,000 


10.3 




20.6 


68.9 


$15,001 - 


18.7 




0. 


0 


81.2 


Total o 


21.8 




22. 


7 


55.4 


x = 18,796 at 6 df 


P < • 


01 








Area 2 - Seward 












$0 - 5,000 


26.4 




30. 


-> 

~j 


43.1 


$5,001 - 10,000 


7.9 




17. 


2 


74.8 


$10,001 - 15,000 


14.2 




12. 


8 


'/2.8 


$15,001 - 


20.0 




6. 


6 


7\3 


Total 9 


15.5 




19. 


2 


65.1 


x^ = 35.416 at 6 df 


P < . 


001 








Area 4 - Beatrice 












$0 - 5,000 


28.5 




27. 


6 


43.7 


$5,001 - 10, 000 


11.8 




15. 


1 


73.0 



11 2 

152 
73 
22 

359 



112 
■ 52 
73 
22 
359 



95 
89 
29 
16 
229 



102 
151 
70 

30 
353 



112 

152 
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Agree Undecided Disagree N 

Small watershed projects are not a necessary expenditure. (Continued) 

$10,001 - 15,000 12.3 16.4 71.2 73 

$15,001 - 13.6 9.0 77.2 22 

Total, 17.2 18.9 63.7 359 
x = 29.468 at 6 df p < .001 

The city council should prohibit people from building on flood plains. 

Area 1 - Friend 

$0 - 5,000 75.7 14.7 9.4 95 

$5,001 - 10,000 59.5 15.7 24.7 89 

$10,001 - 15,000 55.1 31.0 13.7 29 

$15,001 - 68.7 12.5 18.7 16 

Total, 66.3 17.0 16.5 229 
x^ = 12.994 at 6 df p < .05 

The clearing of river channels is a waste of time and money. 

Area 2 - Seward 

$0 - 5,000 24.5 18.6 56.8 102 

$5,001 - 10,000 11.2 10.5 78.1 151 

$10,001 - 15,000 10.0 18.5 71.4 70 

$15,001 - 20.0 3.3 76.6 30 

Total, 15.5 13.8 70.5 353 
fC = 19.259 at 6 df p < .01 

SIGNIFICANT OWN-RENT RESPONSES ON INDIVIDUAL QUESTIONS BY ISSUE AND AREA 

First Survey 

CHL0RINATI0N 

Cities should use chlorination to disinfect their water supply. 
Area 3 - Henderson 

Own 41.9 31.6 26.4 193 

Rent 75. C 17.5 7.5 40 

Total, 47.6 29.1 23.1 233 
x^ = 14.967 at 2 df p < .001 
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Agree Undecided Disagree N 
WATER QUALITY AND PROPER FARMING METHODS 
Conservation practices on farm land should be reguired by law. 
Area 2 - Seward 

Own 46.5 18.1 35.3 286 

Rent, 63.6 13.1 22.7 88 

Total 50.5 17.1 32.3 374 
x d = 8.016 at 2 df p ^ .02 

Area 4 - Beatrice 

Own 47.5 10.9 41.5 284 

Rent 55.8 18.6 25.5 86 

Total, 49.4 12.7 37.8 370 
= 8.435 at 2 df p < .02 

RECREATION 

We need more lakes and parks for recreation. 
Area 4 - Beatrice 

.Own 55.6 1 1.6 32.7 285 

Rent 66.2 15.1 18. f 86 

Total, 58.1 12.4 29.4 370 
= 6.417 at 2 df p <- .05 

FLOOD CONTROL 

The clearing of river channels is a waste of time and money. 
Area 1 - Friend 

Own 2 C .9 19.1 53.9 178 

Rent 7.6 21.1 71,1 52 

Tctal 22.6 19.5 57.8 230 
x^ = 8.763 at 2 df p < .02 
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Agree Undecided Disagree N 

SIGNIFICANT NON-IRRIGATING - IRRIGATING RESPONSES ON INDIVIDUAL QUESTIONS 

BY ISSUE AND AREA 

First Survey 

IRRIGATION 

Reuse of irrigation water should be required by law. 

Area 3 - Henderson 

Farmers 



Dryland 52.9 29.4 17.6 17 

Irrigators 53.6 9.6 36.8 125 

Total, 53.5 11.9 34.5 142 

= 6.498 at 2 df p < .05 



SIGNIFICANT GROUND WATER IRR I GATORS -NON- 1 RR IGATORS ON QUESTIONS BY ISSUE & AREA 

First Survey 
IRRIGATION 

Irrigators should be able to use 5" unlimited amount of ground water. 

Area 1 - Friend 

Farmers 



Groundwater Irrigators 39.2 9.8 50.9 51 

Non-Irrigators 12.2 10.2 77.5 49 

Total, 26.0 10.0 64.0 100 

= 9.752 at 2 df p «. .01 



SIGNIFICANT NON-FEEDER - r L£DER RESPONSE ON QUESTIONS BY ISSUE AND AREA 

Fi rst Survey 
POLLUTION ABATEMENT 
All feedlot operators should be prohibited from polluting streams. 
Area 2 - Seward 
Farmers 

Non-Feeder 81.4 11.1 7.4 54 

Feeder 66.2 8 J 25.5 86 

Tot?l 72.1 9.2 18.5 140 

x 2 - 7.277 at 2 df p - .05 
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Agree Undecided Disagree 



N 



Only large feedlot operators should be prohibited frorr po 1 luting streams. 

Area 3 - Henderson 

Farmers 

Non-Feeder 33.8 10.2 55.8 68 

Feeder 58.1 4.0 37.8 74 

Total, 46.4 7.0 46.4 142 

= 8.938 at 2 df p < .02 
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APPENDIX V 



This appendix contains a series of ten news stories featured in the Henderson 
News and the Beatrice Sun. 
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Note to editors: 



This series contains 10 par+s. They are: 

1. The Big Blue - Evil-doer or Saint? 

2. The Basin Plan - A Brief Explanation. 

3. Surface Water Irrigation - Now and the Future. 

4. Ground Water Reserves - One Man's View. 

5. Pollution Problems - An Overview. 

6. Trickles and Torrents - One Man's View of Flooding. 

7. Not By A Damn Sight - The Beaver Crossing Project. 

8. Recreation - What's the Potential? 

9. The Bureau and the Corps - What They Do And Why. 
10. Healers at Work. 
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Note to editors: 

The following sources were consulted in preDaring this series, 

BOOKS 

"Uncle Sam's Acres' 1 , by Marion Clawson 

"The Federal Lands: Their Use and Management", by Marion Clawson and 
Bunnell Held 

DOCUMENTS 

Big Blue River Basin, Nebraska Soil and Water Conservation Commission, State 
Water Plan, Publication No. 201 

Report on The Frameworks Study, Nebraska Soil and Water Conservation Commis- 
sion, State Water Plan, Publication No. 101 

User Survey of Recreation Areas in Nebraska - 1968, Nebraska Game and Parks 
Commission 

Economic Impact of Reservoir Recreation, U.S. Department of Interior 
Blue Division, Nebraska-Kansas Reconnaissance Report, 1965 
Unpublished Feasibility Report, Missouri River Basin Project, "Beaver 
Crossing Dam & Reservoir" 

BOOKLETS AND PAMPHLETS 

The Big Blue River Basin Report Summary, NU Extension Service 

A Decade of Achievement, Salt Valley Watershed District 

Gage County Soil and Water Conservation District Program, August 1964 

Gage County Soil and Water Conservation District Annual Report, 1970 

Watershed Development, NU Extension Service 

Tackling the Economi Puzzle, Vision 17 . 

Concerted Services in Training and Education in Small Towns and Rural Areas, 

seven cooperating federal agencies 
Big Blue River and Indian Creek, Flood Problems at Beatrice, 1970 
Flood Plain Information, Big Blue River and Indian Creek, Beatrice, 1970 

by Corps of Engineers 
The Watershed Program in Nebraska, NU Extension Service 
York County Ground Water Conservation District, summer bulletin, 1970 
York County's Ground Water, NU Extension Service with state and federal agencies 
Outdoor Recreation for Nebraska. Game Coi-ur.ission , 1969 
Outdoor Recreational Development, Gage County, Technical Action Panel 
The Blue River Basin, (-ramework Study, M'sh, Wildlife and Uutdoor Recreation, 

Game Commission, 1966 
Rural Environmental Assistance Program, Saline County, ASCS, 1971 
Introduction to Flood Proofing, Center for Urban Studies, University of Chicago 

NEWSPAPER S 

Beatrice Sun 

Lincoln Evening Journal 

Seward County Independent 
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INTERVIEWS 



Allington, Duane 



Behrens, Nonnan 
Bening, Col. Robert 6. 
Child, James 
Doel , John R. 
Gard, Mrs. Ruth 
Kirk, Glen 

MacLean, Chuck 
Rochester, Lowell 

Rossiter, Virgil 
Sheffield, Les 
Stauffer, Uriah 
Teser, Mrs. Louis 
Vitosch, Lawrence 

Wi lliamson, Dayle E. 



Wymore: interim chairman Big Blue River Basin 
Natural Resources Board 

Gage County Soil and Water Conservation District 
Crete 

District Engineer, Kansas City 

Vision 17 

Henderson 

Beaver Crossing land owner 

Chief of Bureau of Reclamation Kansas River 

Projects Planning Division 

Soil Conservation Service technician 

Crete, Interim President, Citizens for Water 

Management 

DeWitt 

Nebraska Irrigation Coordinator 

Beaver Crossing 

Beaver Crossing land owner 

O'Dell, member Gage County Soil and Water 

Conservation District 

Executive Secretary Nebraska Soil and Water 
Conservation Commission 



(Note: Telephone interviews for data, clarification with state 
and federal officials.) 
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Special to the Beatrice Sun and Henderson News 

(Editor's Note: This series is part of a research program being conducted 
by Doane College under a grant from the Office of Water Resources Research, 
U.S. Department of Interior, It's called Measuring and Developing Methods 
of Attitude and Motivational Change in Implementing the Big Blue River Basin 
Water Plan.") 

By Charles Hein 
Doane College 

The Cessna 120 droned up river. Norman Behicns, 44, of Creta, confirmed 
river-watcher since his days in knee pants, was making yet another sortie over 
the Big Blue River Basin. 

He's done it many times, from Tuttle Creek Reservoir in Kansas, over 
Beatrice where the Big Blue unfolds in snake-like twists and turns, over 
Crete, Seward and on to where Kezar Creek meets the north fork of the Big 
Blue south of David City. 

It's seldom pleasant. 

The picture directly below Behrens 1 Cessna and on to where the valley 
pushes against the horizon contains some lh million acres of this country's 
finest crop land. 

It is crop land in trouble, and the Big Blue is the evil-doer. 

But if it is evil-aoer, it is also saint, and it would be paradoxical 
if it couldn't be explained. It can. 

Some 35 times since 1900 floods have swept over the valley. The 20 
communities dotting the banks of the Big Blue have lost some $5.3 million in 
damages from floods in the last 25 years alone. 

In the uplands where water turns stagnant under the prairie sun because 
it ponds up rather than drains, crop losses occur on 110,000 acres. 

In tne lowlands torrents of chocolate-like water send damages into the 
millions on 242,000 acres. Prime cropland lies nude, its top soil at the 
bottom of Tuttle Creek Reservoir. 

But water also pumps life into the economy. It is the patron saint of 
the basin's 108,000 residents. Without - surface water and ground water - 
the agricultural base which supports the population, one-third of whom live 
in communities of less than 2,500, would be a wasteland akin to what some 
ancient wag derisively termed "The Great American Desert". 

Now the river is a neglected resource. It is silted in, polluted with 
the trappings of man's presence, clogged with debris. Much of the water es- 
capes, rolling off cropland, never to be used, reused or recovered for those 
who need it most - people. 
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What's happened and what :cin be done about it? 

Behrens suggests answers. Paised within Z\ blocks of the river, he 
has haunted its banks, fished its depths and photographed its nuances, 
"From the standpoint ot conservation," he said, "this is probably the most 
neglected river in the country," But, he adds optimistically, "We've got 
just as much chance with our river as anyone," 

Years ago, he said, people used the river for fuel. Trees were cut 
for kindling, "Man trying to keep warm keDt the river clean," but now it 
is "nothing but a woodpile." 

And an ancient system of dams did its part, "At one time this was the 
most dammed river in the country," he said, "It was common between Beatrice 
and Crete to have a dam every five miles," 

Dams were built for water power and the ponds that formed behind them 
for something else needed by man - ice. 

Before man arrived, the Big Blue was literally just that - blue. Its 
gravel bottom kept the water clear. But the silt which settled behind the 
dams and ran unchecked from the farms changed all that. 

Slowly, ever so slowly, says Behrens, the river bottom is clearing. 
The ol: dams are gone. Modern conservation practices, planned attempts at 
flood co *rol , and the emphasis on a healthy environmert are turning the tide. 

But it's not all that simple, he observes. Floods remain a threat. 
The old settling ponds are gone, silted in, and man has cut holes around re- 
maining dams. Each time water spills out of the banks more silt is dropped 
and the mile-wide Blue Basin gets shallower. 

"The big pools that held water aren't there which indicates the water 
level at flood time is going to be higher," he said. He concedes not every- 
one agrees. Others contend that a deeper channel and absence or dams will 
allow water to run off faster. Behrens contends highway bridges, railroad 
trestles and other land features counter the arqunent. He pulls out flood 
photographs to make his point. 

Behrens, who saw "kids catch carp in front of City Hall in Crete," 
hopes he never does again. But he believes the threat of a major flood is 
real. It is a concern shared by governmental agencies and people who live 
along the banks and occupy the towns. 

It's not only silt, debris and man's abuse that causes Behrens' alarm. 
It's the lay of the land. He observes that the land and tributaries west of 
che Big Blue drop at 5.2 feet per mile toward the river. But the Big Blue 
dissects relatively level land which drops at only 2.8 feet per mile on the 
way to Kansas. Behrens says "it's like putting a firehose in a bucket and 
putting a Din hole in the bottom to let it run out." The river can't handle 
it. 

Behrens sees solutions. They are shared by many. "We've got to hold 
land and water on the farms." He recommends farm ponds, reservoirs, detention 
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structures on the tributaries, .nannei improvements, extensive soil and water 
conservation as vital There are others 

Behrens is not the only person who wants the river restored, flooding 
controlled, recreational potential realized and the river's economic impact 
on agriculture maximized in terms of irrigation and water storage. 

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Vision 17 9 officers of the Natural 
Resource District, members of the Nebraska Soil and Water Conservation Com- 
mission, Watershed District boards, Soil Conservation Districts, the Citizens 
for Water Management in the Big Blue Basin, a citizen here and businessman 
there, all realize that water is crucial to the future 

There is one school of thought at least which contends that the answers 
are already evident. They are contained inside something that weighs 1 pound 
2 ounces and runs to 103 pages, It is called "State Water Plan Publication 
Number 201, Big Blue River Basin •' 

(Next: The Basin Plan, a brief explanation,) 

Special to the Beatrice .Sun and Henderson News, 2/8/72 

(Editor's Note? !"nis is the second in a series, part of a research 
proqram proposed by Doane College on the Big Blue River Basin Water Plan,] 

By Charles m 
Doane Col 1 ecic 

"Water, water everywhere and not a drop to drink/' That's an old 
familiar saw, but it's not true in the Big Blue River Basin, 

There is water, lots of it, for dnnkina, irrigation, city and in- 
dustrial use, for recreation. 

Will there always be enough? 

naybe, just maybe. It depends on how wisely man uses it. 

Questions of "enough" and "how to use it wisely" were the compelling 
reasons behind "State Water Plan Publication No, 201, Big Blue Piver Basin," 
issued by the Nebraska Soil and Water Conservation Commission (fJSWCC) in 1968. 

But oirth of the baby didn't guarantee growth to maturity. It might 
have died aborning, With little fanfare to accompany the plans' birth, the 
basin public largely shrugged its collective shoulders. 

There were the usual news stories, distribution of a 23-page illustrat- 
ed, condensed version or the plan, and meetings conducted by the Extension 
Service in York, Seward and Beatrice, There were other sparsely attended 
meetings, small talk and not much else. 

Basin recommendations have not been Mrp] evented, Davie E \'i 1 1 lamson , 
executive secretary of the NSWCC, says dS t \r as he knows the only reason why 
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is that "many things in it were just suggestions to residents of what could 
happen in tneir basin and facts to inform and get them enthusiastic. 11 

The NSWCC began the original Blue Basin plan in 1962, the first basin 
plan in the state. Now there are 13. The 1968 Big Blue River Basin Plan is 
one of them., 

But, says Williamson, "While developing the 1968 plan we found it was 
almost impossible to do a basin plan without a statewide plan for water,, 
Some things in the basin p]an require answers from an overall state plan, 
such as a suggestion that'water may need to be imported." 

The suggestion didn't fall on deaf ears. On January 18, 1967, 19 state 
senators put their names on a resolution beginning, "Where as the water sup- 
plies of Nebraska are not so located or of such a quantity to satisfy all 
present and future needs" ... and ending by directing the NSWCC to "analyze 
the soil and water resources of the state and prepare a comprehensive water 
and related land plan for the State of Nebraska to be completed no Uter 
than June 30, 1971 and to be known as the State Water Plan." 

The "Framework Study," the handle put on it by the Unicameral, is out. 
With respect to the Big Blue Basin it recapitulates the study of 1968. 

In spite of the oomph put behind it by water resource activists and the 
Unicameral, the plan failed to stimulate widespread interest among men on 
the street. Few people not active in, soil and watershed districts were aware 
of its recommendations. 

But the baby is still alive, albeit feeble, and interviews with basin 
residents from Henderson to the state's southern boundary leave the impression 
that the basin plan is still a viable answer to the water problems. 

The NSWCC prepared the l^bH basin plan for the Big Blue Watershed 
Planning Board headed by David City's Henry Klosterman. It had technical 
input from three federal departments and 17 state agencies. 

It cited as primary basin need's; 

— Flood control in the lower reaches of the stream; 

— Erosion contro 1 throughout the basin; 

— Stabilization of the ground water table in the upper and central 

basin ; 

— Drainage of certain depressions in the upper and central basin; 

— Stabilization of the economy; 

— Provision of more recreational opportunity, especially water- 
related types. 

Basin resources and needs were laid out in detail. The plan included 
a request to NSWCC, the Corps of Enqinccrs and Bureau of Reclamation to study 
the potential of four -^jor reservoirs in the basin. 

Locations, proposed size and purposes to be served by them were: 
Surprise Dam and Reservoir--A mile and a half west, of Surprise on 
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Highway 292 to intercept water from 337 square miles; storage capacity of 
176,000 acre feet; to augment low flows into the Big Blue River and to provide 
for recreation and flood control. 

Shestak Dam and Reservoir--Six miles southeast of Dorchester, the im- 
poundment would store 180,500 acre feet of water, control water draining 
from 415 square miles, provide for flood control, recreation and storage 
for future surface water irrigation. 

Seward View Dam and Reservoir--Two miles west of Seward on U.S. 23; 
storage for 227,300 acre feet; would control water from 445 square mile 
area, control flooding, provide for recreation and store water for irrigation 
use later. 

Beaver Crossing Dam and Reservoi r--Near Beaver Crossing and 1-80, 75 
miles west of Omaha and 30 west of Lincoln, this, the largest of the four, 
would drain an area of 1,154 square miles, store 538,000 acre feet of water, 
provide for food control, recreation and storage for irrigation. 

That's the basin plan in a nutshell. What do people say about it? 
Listen to Lawrence Vitosch, iiewly-elected member of the Gage County Soil and 
Water Conservation District board, who farms near 0 1 Del 1 . 

"Had I not been on this board I suppose I wouldn't know anything about 
this. Some fellow on trie State Department of Resources really did a good job 
o f explaining it at a meeting in April, but few people from here attended, 
though it was in Beatrice," 

Why? 

"It's too remote from them" he says. "It has to mean something to their 
own lives. It's like this: People think 'Why should we be interested in New 
York smog?' We're living in a time when there are just too many things to 
do and we cannot be interested in everything. 

Vitosrh is interested in the plan and it's got his endorsement. Norman 
Behrens of Crete, who just now is taking his seat on the Blue River Basin 
Watershed Board, sees the basin plan as operable. Behrens suggests "people 
are reluctant to change. They resent being told what to do so we have to 
plant the seed/ 1 

Duane Allington, cnairman of the Gage County Soil and Water Conserva- 
tion District, is a believer too, but he's not betting his bottom dollar 
that it will come to pass. 

"The people of the Big Blue River Basin have been discouraged," he 
says. "My father before me worked on getting this problem (water) under 
control. There have been studies around since the 1 920 ' s . This year the 
Corps of Engineers told us we need to form an organization to get people in- 
formed about it. We have—but we're no farther along than we ever were." 
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Meantime, words, concern i. id studies ^ile up. The end isn't in sight. 

Says the NSWCC's Williamson: "I have the feeling that sometime there 
will need to be a more detailed plan than we have in the Big Blue Basin right 
now. " 

(Next: Surface Water Irrigation, Now and the Future) 

Special to the Beatrice Sun and Henderson News 

(Editor's Note: This is the third in a series prepared by Doane 
Colleje on the Big Blue River Basin Water Plan.) 

By Charles Hein 
Doane Col lege 

Basin residents are running hard to escape a piece of their history-- 
the one-industry economy. 

They've bf-en at it since the onslaught of grasshoppers, drouth and 
The Great Depressio. , The race isn't over and some people will tell you 
that the old demon of the '30's--lack of economic di versif i cation--has the 
Big Blue River Basin in a vise-like grip. 

But there is one big, big difference. 

Irrigation . 

Agriculture today provides a more dependable economic base than for- 
merly, where irrigation is used.. 

Consider what's happened. 

Between 1860-1890, basin population surged fro" 1 nowhere to 140,450 
people. That's where it peaked. Since, nearly 32,000 have gone. The 
evidence is on the main struts of shrinking basin towns with vacant build- 
ings, fewer jobs, fewer young people. 

Twelve years ago the census showed 108,000 people livinq in the basin.. 
More than 33 percent lived in the urban areas of Aurora, Beatrice, Crete, 
Hastings, Seward and v :rk. Another 32 percent lived on farms and 35 percent 
in rural non-farm areas or towns under 2,500 people. 

The point? 

The basin followed the state's farm loss populaiion pattern but failed 
to keep step with state-wide gains in urban growth and non-agricultural em- 
ployment. Between 1950-1060 the entire basin gained only 282 non-agricultural 
employees, it lost 1,7/^ on t^e agricultural side, a convincing demonstra 
tion of the woes of a one-industry economy. 
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Nature prompts basin residents to run even faster to escape the past. 
Statistics show 1955-56 were the two driest years ever recorded in Nebraska, 
drier even than the drouth of the 1 30's, 

Right after that construction of irrigation wells picked up. Recent 
statistics show about a third of basin farmland 1s irrigated, most of that 
in Hamilton, York, Seward, Butler and Polk counties. More is coming. 

Irrigation is a prosperity builder. It makes cash registers jingle 
and bank assets soar in flood-free areas where it's used extensively. To- 
day agriculture is the hub of the basin's economic wheel --prosperity wheel 
for implement and feed dealers, the dentists, beauty operators, store owners, 
and sales clerks ..all the townsmen of an agricultural trade center. 

Les Sheffield, Nebraska Irrigation Coordinator, can cite, book, chapter 
and verse on the economic impact of irrigation. The book he cites is a de- 
tailed report compiled by Dr. Theodore Roesler, based on 1963 data, for the 
Nebraska Bureau of Business Research, published in September 1968, Dr. Roesler 
traces primary, secondary and indirect economic benefits of irrigation com- 
pared to dry land fanning. 

Dr. Roesler deduced that the economic boost provided by irrigation in 
1963 was a staggering $812,336,000. * s out 2,7 million acres were under ir- 
rigation then. Now it's about 4 mill^n. He came up with a figure of $302 32 
more economic activity generated per acre Vri gated as compared to ary land 
f armi ng. 

But the one-time cost of conversion to irrigation, estimated to gener- 
ate $712 worth of economic activity per acre, is over and above that. 

The leaver Crossing Dam-Reservoir, recommended in the basin water plan, 
includes water storage sufficient for surface irrigation of 30,000 acres in 
the Goehner and Dorchester areas, if people of those areas desire it. 

Applying Dr. Roesler 's findings to the 30,000 acres gives a rough idea 
of economic activity that would stem outward from the basin's agricultural 
base to other interdependent trades and services: lightly more than $9 
mi 1 1 i on per crop year. 

Irrigation, water comes from two sources--pumping it from streams and 
pumping it from the ground. Of more than 489,000 irrigated acres in the 
basin, more than 50,000 are supplied with water pumped out of the Big Blue 
or its tributaries under 500 water rights issued to streamside owners. 

Lately, h^gh need and low supply in the upoer basin have produced 
strong feelings in the lower areas. Surface Hghts are on a numerical 
priority system, but few, if any, violators have been fined. It's a diffi- 
cult law to enforce. 

At Wymore in the far southeast end of the basin, Duane Allington, 
Gage County Soil and Waier Conservation District chairman, underscores another 
source* of fnct'On in surface water rights. 
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He says, "To complete a water agreement with. Kansas, the Department 
of Natural Resources in 1970 required those who hadn't used their right in 
a three-^ear period to come up for hearing and prove need to retain it. 

"Gage County lost three rights; some went back to the 'AO's. Three 
years around here in a higher rainfall belt where irrigation is supplemental 
is not a fair period. Farmers up and down the river feel this way. If 
legislation is the only way this can be changed, it should be done. Even 
a new number would require the cost of engineering work--and still the new 
number would be lower in seniority. Around here, there's much ba^ feeling 
over this." 

Norman Behrens of Crete agrees that the Kansas-Nebraska water compact 
leaves something to be desired. "We can't shut the river off," he says. 
"We have to allow so much flowage." He feels Kansas came up with most of 
the benefits . 

Farmers see irrigation as a source of bigger yield and income. But 
Virgil Rossi ter whose farm borders the Big Blue southeast of DeWitt sees it 
as a possible source of flooding. 

He recalls a story told him by Lewis Wiebe, a friend who farmed near 
Henderson before retiring to live at Beatrice. Several years ago Wiebe and 
another man were irrigating a field. With half of it done, one asked: 
"Shall we take our pipe ovpr to the other half?" 

"No", said the other, "It looks like it's going to rain." 

So they didn't. Soon in the irrigated part the rain water was running 
off--running down into the Big Blue. In the unirrigated half, water was being 
absorbed into the ground. 

"I'm not against irrigation," says Rossiter. "But that proves it. An 
awful lot of runoff from each rain goes off the i rested ground in the north- 
west part of the basin and into s treams--of ten at a damaging rate. Our farm, 
our area, and the entire town of DeWitt have suffered losses from devastating 
floods." 

(Next: Ground water reserves--one man's view.) 
Special to the Beatrice Sun and Henderson News 

(Editor's Note: This is the fourth in a series prepared by Doane Col- 
lege on the Big Blue River Basin Water Plan.) 

By Charles Hein 
Doane Col 1 ege 

Old Testament writer Ecclesiastes put his finger on a piece of truth 
when he wrote, "All the rivers run into the seas; Yet the sea is not fu 11 ; 
Unto the place from whence the rivers came; Thither they return again,' 
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Ecclesiastes explained the hydrologic cycle.; Ram, water rushing to 
the sea only to be airborne again by nature to form clouds whose rain re- 
plem shes the soi 1 . 

The Cycle is never-ending. 

Put a "maybe" behind that. Ecclesiastes didn't figure on man upsetting 
the cycle. Man does that when he takes more water out of the ground than he 
puts back. 

"Our ground water reserve is just like a checking account. If we use 
it foolishly and too long without maintaining a balance of deposits and with- 
drawals, it's going to end up zero." 

That's John R, Doell talking, a ruddy-faced, gray haired Henderson 
farmer planning to retire next year,., 

Water, he says, is the life of this land, a God given resource. That's 
why he's been "working with and very interested in" the Big Blue River Basin 
Water Plan. 

Experience with York's and other counties' ground water depletion re- 
cords has convinced him that "even though Nebraska has the largest water 
reserve in the 48 (continental) states, we are not inexhaustible." 

Not everyone in agriculture in this area agrees with this, he says. 
"Some farmers around here say that the ground water will never be pumped 
out—but they are looney as hoot owls. We've seen where it has happened." 

Concern with depletion of the water table furrows many brows. Deple- 
tion varies from area to area. Nebraska Irrigation Coordinator Les Sheffield 
says there's "considerable concern" because of heavy well development in 
Hamilton and York and parts of Butler, Polk and Seward counties. 

In much of the basin, reliable ground water level records show steady 
downward progression, never coming back up to earlier levels. To Doell it's 
as simple to understand as imbalance in the checkbook. 

Up to 700,000 acre feet of water are withdrawn by pumping but normal 
rainfall deposits only about 175,000 acre feet each year. In dry years, more 
is withdrawn, less deposited. 

Doell grew up before the impact of irrigation on farming. "Like many, 
I saw years when we didn't make enough to pay taxes," he recalled. "When 
I started ."arming in 1943, York County's average wheat yield was 11 bushels 
an acre; its corn averaged 18. 

"Today any farmer who doesn't do 118 bushels of corn to the acre in a 
normal year has goofed," he said. He attributes the change to "the immediate 
benefits of moisture when needed, to long-term soil build-up derived from 
irrigation $ to better farming techniques like fertilizing and turning back 
crop residue instead of burning it, and to development of improved seed." 
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Doe! 1 has won statewide recognition several times for faming achieve- 
ments. One award is a golden jumbo ear of corn plaque for highest yield in 
Nebraska in a seed company's test plot contest. That was in 1958. The 
yield? A cool 186 bushels per acre. 

"That's not unusual now," he says, "Irrigation has made a tremendous 
difference to farmers of this area." Yields have gone from 75 bushels per 
acre "to 200, 

The year before Doell won the Skelly award for Nebraska--a plaque for 
superior achievement in agriculture, scientific farming and soil conservation, 
for work in fertilization. 

The work that won that one was simple compared to one of his "irst 
efforts involving fertilization after World War II. In 1946 he was the first 
Henderson area farmer, and one of 16 in York county, to buy commerc'al ferti- 
lizer. 

The difficulty came in persuading the owner, the U.S. Army, to sell the 
carload of nitrogen ready and labeled for shipment to Puerto Rico as an ex- 
plosive. Persistent farmers carried the day, 

Doell's share, 26 one hundred pound bags of 32 percent nitrogen, was 
the source of his first fertilizer application. He has never been ci dry 
land farmer. He bought his farm adjoining the 1-80 Henderson exit in late 
1943 while working as a mechanic in Henderson. 

He drilled the third well there, going down 180 feet. "The amount of 
rainfall we get here and the capability of our soil here is such that we 
use irrigation in the wettest of seasons," he said. 

"We have had 30 inches of rainfall in a season and our average is 27-- 
but even with the more abundant rainfall we use the irrigation. I've kept 
accurate rainfall records since 1953." 

Doell is one of the farmers who formed a Ycrk County Irrigators 1 As- 
sociation in 1956, which since 1958 hab kept representative irrigation and 
ground water level records. In 1967 it sponsored publication of an Exten- 
sion Service booklet on York County's Ground Water. 

Doell calls attention to one of its many graphs depicting sharply de- 
clining ground water reserves. It is labelled "Computer Predicted Contours 
of Ground Water Level Declines, 1948-1982." 

People concerned about the water table keep that last figjre in mind. 

To gain data to feed the computer the U.S. Geological Survey constructed 
an electrical model simulating the aquifer, ground water movement, rainfall 
and other characteristics of the Big Blue River Basin. 
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it was assumed irrigation in York County would steadily increase to 
50 percent over 1 962 1 s total by 1982. With all this data the computer cal- 
culated what level the projected increase would take the ground water table 
down to. 

But the prediction didn't hold water. 

M 0ur ground water table has already dropped to 1982 's predicted level, " 
says Doell ruefully. "While we still have water available, this statistical 
trend is something both farmers and members of the business community might 
carefully consider." 

To Doell it's a matter of preserving the truth established by Eccles- 
iastes and balancing the water checkbook. 

To drive home his point, he added: "Just recently a farm near me sold 
for $1,039 an acre. Without the ground water, it would have been $139 an acre. 

(Next: Pollution problems — an overview.) 

Special to the Beatrice Sun and Henderson News 

(Editor's Note: This is the fifth in a series prepared by Doane Col- 
lege on the Big Blue River Basin Water Plan.) 

By Charles Hein 
Doane College 

"Too liquid to plant in, too thick to drink." 

That's how a Crete farmer describes the Big Blue River downstream. 
But who would want to drink from it? The Big Blue's flow contains both water 
and pollutants . 

It's clear who claims the water. Some 500 streamside property owners 
in the basin have rights to pump it for irrigation. 

But who claims these pollutants: 

---Sedimentation from soil erosion? 

—-Phosphates from synthetic household detergents? 

---Brush, debris and toppled trees? 

---Feedlot wastes from large scale feeding operations bordering streams? 
---Human wastes ineffectively treated in overloaded sewage disposal 
systems? 

— Human wastes effectively treated by disposal systems, but not dis- 
infected? 

---Agricultural nutrients (chemical fertilizers) harmful to water 
plants and fish, potentially harmful to humans? 

Up to now pollutants have been nobody's baby. But that's changing. 
Somebody is about to claim responsibility for some of them, and some things 
will get done. 
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That can be credited to the Uni cameral 's recent passage of legislation 
creating Natural Resources Districts (NRD). They are new; they are contro- 
versial , 



The claim is they are improved versions of soil and water conservation 
districts. Geographically, they are bounded by drainage districts, rather 
than county lines. They're funded with a one mill levy. 

Duane All inn ton of Wymore, a retired farmer, is interim chairman of the 
new Big Blue River Basin Natural Resources Board. He's also chairman of the 
Ga f )e County Soil and Water Conservation District. 

There are rough times ahead for the Natural Resources District," he 
said, "but I think the NRDs will fill a large gap. All the soil conservation 
work will be continued as before. We expect no reduction in Soil Conservation 
Service force—if anything there might be some expansion. We hope that where 
el/er there is ?n office building, that that office will remain, and most likely 
t}ie same technicians." 

Allington says, "There will be a broader concept of flood control and 
concern with air, solids, and stream pollution." 

He is also optimistic. He says, "If we can operate more efficiently 
and on broader scope, it may lead to implementation of the Big Blue River 
Basin Plan." 



Some farmers--l ike Lawrence Vitosch of near O'Dell—view the 24 NRDs 
that will replace 86 Soil and Water Conservation Districts with mixed feelings. 
Vitosch likes some features, dislikes others. 

The fact that the NRD provides a way of taxing an entire area for costs 
of solving its problems makes sense to him. So does the fact that this facil- 
itates an area-wide approach to solutions. 

what he dislikes is loss of some local control. He explains: "The 
new NRD board of our district (of which he is a newly elected member) will 
consist of 76 people for awhile. They are the present members of watershed 
district and sub-district boards from all the counties in the NRD. 



"Sometimes six people now sit at a meeting all night long to solve 
the problems. How will a board of 76 be able to cope? People feel the 
quality and individuality of board relationships will suffer. Everyone I've 
talked to, this has been a big issue--though they are glad to see the taxing 
tool." 

Alnngton foresees a different benefit from NRDs being funded with 
taxes. He described "almost total lack of communication, cooperation and 
mutual interest between the people of town ana farm communities" in his area. 
Moreover, he said, a feeling is prevalent among farmers "that they are looked 
down upon by town people." 

He says "town people have shown neither interest in nor appreciation 
of farmer-financed and planned conservation work which benefits them— like 
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the new 150-acre Rockford Lake near Beatrice. " He says townsmen lack knowledge 
and concern about water and soil problems. 

But, he says, "Now that they'll be taxed for the benefits provided in 
NRDs, they'll probably have more interest. At least we hope so." 

Changeover from the 76-man board has started; the tapering down began 
with each of the 16 counties nominating dne person to work on the central 
committee. Other board members will serve on working committees. The change- 
over takes place July 1 . 

Scope of NRD responsibilities will be defined by both state law and 
practice. One will be mosquito control. Another may be local responsibility 
related to water quality. "I think we'll fill a rather large gap in res- 
ponsibil ity he said. 

He's already prepared to present for board consideration an impediment 
which could contribute to flooding located in northern Gage County. 

"Years ago a large drift of debris collected there in the Blue, grow- 
ing and becoming more difficult to dislodge," he said, "but no one really 
had the responsibility to see that it was cleared. The county is concerned 
with trees in the stream only when they come up against a bridge." 

"Here," he said, "is where the NRD will be able to go in and relieve 
some bad situations. We'll be looking into needs for clearing and snagging 
in the river to reduce chances of flooding." 

He expects another service will be cooperation in enforcement of feed- 
lot waste control laws. He said state authorities are considering the possi- 
bility of having game wardens act in this field. The Unicameral has passed 
legislation requiring feeders to install feedlot waste control systems by 
uecember 1972, 

It's still unclear what the full extent of NRD's environmental respon- 
sibilities will be. 

What is clear is that concern about the environment in the basin is 
more than just talk. 

(Next; Trickles and Torrents-~One Man's View of Flooding) 

Special to the Beatrice Sun and Henderson News 

(Editor's Note: This is the sixth in a series Prepared by Doane Col- 
lege on the Big Blue River Basin Water Plan.) 

By Charles Hein 
Doane College 

Life on the Big Blue for Virgil Ro>siter is either trickles or torrents. 
There is either net enough water, or toe much. 
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Floods menace 242,000 acres of urban and agricultural land. Floods 
erode basin soil, clog river and tributary channels with debris, reduce and 
destroy crops, create sedimentation problems. Floods rob basin pocketbooks 
through higher taxes to pay for road, bridge and urban damages. 

Between two lower basin cities subject to periodic flooding, Wilber 
and Beatrice, is another--DeWi tt. 

In 1860 Virgil Rossiter's grandfather came to the riverside place 
where Virgil and his sister Hazel still live. They were, and still are, 
fanners. His father was born there in 1869. 

Virgil's ancestors regarded the location southeast of DeWitt as choice. 
It had good water for stock and household, timber for fuel, logs for build- 
ing, clean air and virgin grass. : There was wildlife, plenty of fish, and 
the floods didn't come too often. 

His father played with Indian children who camped there along the 
stream. Virgil remained on the home place even after his father died at 
the age of 100. 

Like his father and his grandfather, Virgil Rossiter's life is mixed 
up with the river. He is one of the earliest advocates of applying a water 
management flood control plan to the Big Blue. 

"When I grew up here, H he said, "our house was on the hillside, but 
our fertile riverside fields flooded. We expected a damaging flood about 
once in 12 years. As time went on the frequency of floods increased. Des- 
pite all the terracing, dams and ponds built, floods have increased./ 1 

He says one of the reasons is that northwest of DeWitt in the flat 

country, "a tremendous amount of irrigation goes on. In summer where their 

fields are saturated with irrigation water and we get a three-inch rain, the 
ground can't absorb any more and it all runs off." 

For Rossiter it's a story of trickles and torrents. 

"Even with rain, the river doesn't stay stable," he laments. "It's 
muddier and fishing hasn't been so good for eight or ten years." 

Rossiter had to lower the cylinder in his livestock well last year be- 
cause the water table dropped. His neighbor four miles south experienced a 
15-foot drop, which gradually came back up. How far he isn't sure. 

The Rossiter place is a farm of 120 acres, which he began working in 
1922, Some years back he had the land planted into grass and put it in the. 
Soil Bank under a 10-year contract, 

"When the contract ran out," he recalls, "the whole farm was in grass 
and I hated to plow it up," It abounded with quail, pheasants, and game. 
"So we've been renting it out as pasture ever since—though it doesn't make 
us a lot. 1. To supplement his income, Rossiter has a part-time job driving 
a road maintainer for the township. 
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Three ponds correct drainage and solve erosion problems, combined with 
a terrace at one side. The farmstead has a wild, brushy look, with its house 
nestled on a slope above the river. "Practically no water rurs off the bottom 
of this farm," he said with pride, 

Rossiter is a strong, if discouraged, believer in construction of dams 

for flood control and other purposes in the upper basin. He remembers that 

his father, too, along with others, tried for years to get flood protection 
for lower basin residents. 

He starts to percolate when he recalls an Army Corps of Engineers meet- 
ing in Beatrice last Anril. It followed an October, 1970 meeting at which 
proponents of the Big Blue Basin water plan were told they'd need to get a 
local sponsoring organization, and they'd need to generate and demonstrate 
public enthusiasm for its projects. 

Until the April 1971 meeting, the proponents had high hopes the dams 
would be built to protect downstream communities from periodic floods. To 
them, the need was distressingly evident. More than 100 residents from every 
part of the basin, plus officials representing Kansas and Nebraska state 
agencies, were present. Col. Robert G. Bening, district engineer from Kansas 
City, spoke. 

What he had to say so stunned proponents that current interviewing of 
some who attended makes it seem that only his announcement that the Corps 
(applying the cost-benefit ratio the law requires) could not economically 
justify the proposed dams registered with the public who attended the meet- 
ing. 

Some originally anticipated economic benefits tiea in with Tuttle 
Creek Dam farther down the line, which protects Lawrence, Topeka, Kansas 
City and St.. Louis, hadn't materialized, he said. 

And to put it bluntly, flood losses weren't high enough on farmland 
and economically depressed towns to come anywhere near balancing the roughly 
estimated $75 million price tag at the other end of the cost-benefit scale. 

"On the best of the six lake projects that we are considering, costs 
are approximately 50 percent greater than benefits. . .justification of this 
type of project does not appear likely.. «" Location of that site is Beaver 
Crossing, near 1-80 west of Lincoln. 

Rossiter continued:' "At the end of his talk Colonel Bening invited 
members of the audience who wished to make statements to express their views, 
but no one else got up to speak. 

"Later I asked some I knew who had planned to talk why they nadn'U 
They were so outraged by Colonel Bening's opening statement that they couldn't, 
they said. We feel the Corps is not taking everything into consideration, 
how can they?" 

Suggestions th'«* Crete, Wymore, DeWitt and Beatrice utilize levees 
and channel clearing—methods Colonel Bening did not hold out great hope for 
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as economically justif ied--don 1 t seem to provide an answer for Rossi ter and 
some other riverside farmers. 

"We need to prevent flooding, not control it after it gets here," he 
insists. "Above, this would withhold water from us. Below, it would bottle- 
neck at Beatrice. The more it holds back there, the more it jeopardizes us 
up here. Spending $500,000 on dikes at Beatrice might just make our floods 
higher. It's a short range approach " 

(Next:, Not By A Damn Sight--,, ,e Beaver Crossing Project). 

Special to the Beatrice Sun and Henderson News 

(Editor's Note: This is the seventh in a series prepared by Doane Col- 
lege on the Big Blue River Basin Water Plan.) 

By Charles Hein 
Doane College 

The sign's red letters shout the good news to the outsider driving in- 
to Beaver Crossing via its back door. State Spur 127. 

"There's Joy In Jesus," 

But an outsider who lets loose his imagination could conclude there's 
not much joy in town. 

If he arrived at that because the town is old (only the post office is 
recent), or that it would be the perfect setting for a turn of the century 
melodrama, he would be wrong.. 

It's the dam business that rankles, specifically Beaver Crossing Dam 
and Reservoir, biggest of four proposed in the Big Blue River Basin Plan. 

At the end of the main drag is the Home State Bank. Inside banker 
Uriah Stauffer expresses dislike of the idea of inundating come 17,000 acres 
of cropland which he says is "the best Seward County land, including some 
irrigation wells and some homes in tnis district." 

He indicates opposition to the dam is strong, mainly among those whose 
land would be taken "probably from the general feeling that they wouldn't 
get fair enough compensation that they could replace their farms with some- 
thing comparable." 

People just beyond the proposed project area, exoectinq a rise in their 
property values, can be expected to feel differently, he said. 

It's estimated as many as 85 rural property owners might be displaced 
by the dam.. One of them is Mrs>. : Louis Tesar. 

"We don't like it," she says. "We have about 376 acres and our son has 
476, and it's all in one piece where our two sons use the same machinery. 
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There are five good wells that pump 2,000 gallons of water a minute 5 and 
we also have river pumping rights." 

The Tesar's farm is close to Beaver Crossing. So is the farm of 
Mrs. Ruth Gard, whose sons have land holdings in the proposed dams' path. 

Mrs. Gard has developed a tour drive of the area and production statis- 
tics to inform others that irrigated, wel 1 -equi pped feeder farm operations 
will be inundated. Occasionally visiting VIPs get the full treatment, The 
tour ends at a country school house. The VIP is greeted by persons who share 
Mrs. Card's view, joins in the singing of "God Bless America," followed by 
group prayer. It's all climaxed by coffee and dessert. 

Down the line at Crete, people disagree. The only source who declined 
to be quoted in the series said "Beaver Crossing is the only natural dam be- 
cause it has a natural basin. It has much going for i t--envi ronmental pro- 
tection, recreational potential, it' : s near 1-80. And what do you do when 
1 million gallons of water flow into the state every year and 7 million flow 
out?" 

Mrs. Gard questions Bureau of Reclamation engineers' conclusions. One 
is the need for irrigation. "We are irrigated here," she says. "They want 
to take 17,000 acres of very good cropland and put it under water. They 
talk about fewer farmers, the young leaving the farm for the city. This will 
force some of them off the land." 

She said "the government proposes to take over 24,000 acres in all off 
the tax rolls Seward and York Counties." She doesn't know the assessed 
valuation of the property and says "that isn't important.. It's market value 
that counts . " 

She fears the government's right of eminent domain and does not think 
people in the area will be treated fairly. Would she be opposed even if 
offered fair compensation? She hesitated, then replied, "But where could 
you buy something to replace what you have now?" 

Mrs., Gard claims the reclamation bureau's preliminary estimates didn't 
take everything into account. She says two small cemeteries would have to 
be moved, an apiary's business, a sand and gravel mining operation, summer 
cabins along the river and a rural church and school would be closed out. 

And she questions that enough water is carried down by the Blue to have 
water behind the dam, if built. "The Blue isn't carrying much water even at 
this time of year," she said, 

"If they have to build a dam," she said, "they could build it farther 
up." What about the 1950 flood? "York had a cloudburst." she said. 

Downstream from the mouth of the Little Blue River, the flood caused 
damages of almost $600 million along the Big Blue, Kansas, and Missouri Rivers 
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Much of the damage occurred in the urban areas of Manhattan, Topeka, 
Lawrence and the two Kansas Cities. Damage at Beatrice came to more than 
$225,000. Losses to farmland and communities between Beaver Crossing and 
Beatrice were sizable. 



Engineers who study rainfall and streamflow records for many years back 
to assess needs and draft water control plans, cite Southeastern Nebraska's 
tendency to receive quick, torrential rains over a fairly wide area as one 
significant source of flooding. 

It's another case of trickles and torrents. Trickles in creeks and 
streams in the upper basin, that ultimately become torrents moving down the 
Big Blue. 



(Next: Recreation—What's the Potential?) 
Special to the Beatrice Sun and Henderson News 



(Editor's Note: This is the eighth in a series prepared by Doane Col- 
lege on the Big Blue River Basin Water P^an.) 



By Charles Hein 
Doane College 



It isn't possible, but imagine peeking over the east ridge of the Big 
Blue Basin and scanning all of the Salt Valley Watershed on the other side. 

Nine reservoirs greet the eye. Last year they were visited by 1,544,642 
pleasure seekers, according to estimates provided by the Nebraska Game, Foresta- 
tion & Parks Commission. Nobody's calculated what that means in dollars and 
cents to the valley economy. 

Built in the 1960's, the reservoirs provide protection and pleasure. 
There ar? some 4,000 acres of water for water sports and related activities. 

Turn around and look west from the top of the ridge and you're looking 
into the Big Blue Basin. There the picture isn't as bright. Water sports 
areas and other types of recreation facilities are in short supply. 

Here's how the picture looked when the Big Blue River Basin plan was 
issued in 1968. The figures come from the Game Commission. 



STATUS OF NON-URBAN LANDS AND WATER FOR RECREATION 



(in acres) 



_ 1960 1980 

ACTIVITY SUPPLY DEMAND 1TEFU DEMAND Wtu 

Boating NONE 2,610 2,610 4,408 4,408 

Water-skiing NONE 909 909 1,918 1,918 

Swinging NONE 19 19 28 28 
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STATUS OF NON-URBAN LANDS AND WATER FOR RECREATION (Continued) 



1960 



1980 



ACTIVITY 



3TJ1W 



DEMAND 



NElD 



DEMAND 



Picni eking 
LAND 
WATER 



Campi ng 



4 

13 



236 
3,538 



90 
146 



86 
133 

3,538 



328 
203 
5TT 
6,354 



6,354 



324 
190 



The supply-demand situation isn't precisely that bad. 
It's worse. 

Proximity to the Lincoln and Omaha metropolitan areas whose demands also 
far exceed supoly puts additional pressure on what facilities do exist in the 
basin. 

There are reasons why this is so. The Nebraska Game Commission has to 
reckon with forces beyond their control in trying to meet the demand for 
water-based sports like boating and water-skiing. 

For instance; 

--More than half the population of Nebraska lives on 12 percent of 
its land area--in the eastern part— yet the largest lakes are in the west. 

--Demand for water-skiing facilities is higher than for any other 
activity. It is expected to climb 127 percent by 1980, 462 percent by the 
year 2000. 

--Terrain of eastern Nebraska is not naturally conducive to the de- 
velopment of large lakes to serve recreational needs. Opportunities to ob- 
tain recreational space with lar^e water areas are scarce. 

Consequently the Game Corvnss ; o:«- is always on the lookout for water to 
supply the metro areas 1 nigh recredr.i0r.3l demand—and rarely finds it within 
easy un v i ng distance. 

Since the 1968 basin plan was issued, at least two lakes big enough for 
boating have been built in Gage County. They provide about 225 acres of 
boating-skiing surface. This leaves the basin areas' supply of that kind of 
acreage about 85 percent below demand. 

Both lakes are by-Droducts of soil conservation work. A 425-acre park 
was developed by the Game Commission at Rockford Lake, near Beatrice. 

A 75-acre lake is near completion at Wymore, but whether recreation will 
be developed is up in the air. Gage County Soil & Water Conservation District 
chairman Duane AT 1 i ng ton says no interest or concern is evident in Wymore. 

Both were paid for by farmers in the drainage district. They taxed 
themselves. But that is a thing of the past now that Natural Resource Dis- 
tricts have been fonred. 
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"Farmers taxed themselves and worked long and hard to provide Rockford 
Lake and every weekend it's full of campers and boaters from the city who 
haven't contributed a dime nor an hour to its creation," says Allington. He 
and others hope interest of city folk in conservation will blossom now that 
their tax money helps support it. 

Several years age the Gage County Soil Conservation Service studied 
recreation possibilities tied to soil improvement work, put the results in 
a booklet, and encouraged rural people to get interested in private recrea- 
tional development—but it hasn't made waves, according to Chuck MacLean, 
SCS technician. 

Local friction may deter farmers from thinking in bonanza terms about 
recreation, but some conservation-oriented farmers envision a $2 million har- 
vest of economic gains to the basin economy as a by-product of a possible 
flood control dam at Beaver Crossing with future irrigation for the Goehner 
and Dorchester areas. 

An idea of the scope of economic benefits from Bureau of Reclamation 

dam-reservoir projects is contained in a recently released Department of 

Interior study on Shadow Mountain Lake and Lake Granby reservoirs near Den- 
ver after 22 years time. 

--Lond values increased 17 times from $512,000 to $9,045,000, even 
though 4" percent of the land was inundated or purchased by government 
agencies , 

--Improvements valued at $1,200,000 were built on that land. 

--Public recreation facilities costing $675,000 were built and 
$124,000 spent to operate and maintain them. 

--Retail sales from recreation within 25 miles of the site are $2.7 
million annually. Boat sales reach $532,000 annually. 

--Employment due to recreation development grew by 140 full-time 
summer jobs, 15 full-time winter jobs. 

Water management proponent Allington admits he's discouraged. The 

Beaver Crossing dam and reservoir the only one in the basin plan proposed 

for further study by the Bureau of Reclamation, following the Corps of Engin- 
eers turn-down on all the projects as not economically feasible. 

"This year the Corps of Engineers told *js we need to form an organi- 
zation to inform people. We have--but we're no tarther along than we ever 
were. We've been hearing this for 25 years," he said. 

"There are more studies and more sports, mo^e turn-downs from the 
Corps of Engineers office in Kansas--anc r ,w^ flooG : nt;, Yet when I drive 
through Kansas almost every time I go ovt* i hill trore is a big reclamation 
project*" he continued, 

"Dollar-wise our flood and othe^ dama^i* isn't er." -'in to justify the 
cost of correction." He added somewhat bitU'ly, "they ha ?n't heard of 
Appal achia yet--excuse me." 
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(Next: The Bureau and ihe Corps—What They Do and Why) 

Special to the Beatrice Sun and Henderson News 

(Editor's Note: This is the ninth in a series prepared by Doane Col- 
lege on the Big Blue River Basin Water Plan.) 

By Charles Hein 
Doane College 

Can the Bureau of Reclamation come up with a cure for basin water 
problems? 

Actually, it almost did. 

To prepare a report requested for the basin water plan study, in 1965 
it developed a reconnaissance report on the most promising of the four dams-- 
Beaver Crossing* A feasibility report was made, with the thought of only 
providing benefits of water quality, recreation, fish and wildlife habitat, 
and flood control . 

It was an economically justified project, with irrigation deferred. 
"It was ready to do, M says Glen Kirk, chief of the Bureau of Reclamation's 
Kansas river projects planninq division. "We were going to recommend it to 
Congress with the irrigation to follow in 10 years as ground water problems 
and need for their correction became apparent. 

"That was about five years ago. There was a national change in the 
interest discount rate. What had been 3% percent jumped sharply and its been 
going up one-fourth percent a year, 

"We never have had economic feasibility on that type of project since, 
because interest so upped the costs. We shelved it until a better time," 
he said. 

Basin water problems have not improved with neglect. Over appropria- 
tion of river surface water has all but brought on water wars. Today ground 
water depletion rates concern not only farmers but state and local officials 
as well . 

What can the Rec Bureau offer? 

Engineer Kirk says, "the potential exists for a new start." That's 
the Bureau's way of saying "Barkis is willin'--if you make the first move." 
In other words, agencies exist to serve people and people need to make their 
needs known. 

The first move would be to request funding of a $300,000 four-year 
study of the feasibility of conjunctive use of ground and surface water ir- 
rigation to extend life o f the water table as part of the Sunbeam Unit of 
the proposed beaver Crossing project. 
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Conjunctive use theory is that deep percolation acnieved through canal- 
type surface water irrigation, interspersed in an area with some already ex- 
isting well irrigation, goes into the aquifer and recharges the ground water 
supply. 

The 10 years' leeway for the irrigation side of the project in 1965 is 
nearly gone—and the problem is outracing the time estimate. 

Departmental estimates for the 1973 federal budget are already in the 
complicated allocation process mill, The earliest the irrigation study ap- 
propriation could come is 1974, even with strong pressure from people right 
now. 

The study itself requires four years of intensive engineering work that 
will include soil studies on some 200,000 acres in connection with the irriga- 
tion part of the projects. Flood control engineering and other data also have 
to be updated. 

With irrigation features added now s Kirk believes that the Beaver Cross- 
ing project will be "a viable, politically supported project," especially by 
1978 when the feasibility study is completed. 

The process of review with its department and elsewhere and approval 
by the Office of Management & Budget, which precedes submission of a project 
to be included in the President's budget, is long and complicated. 

Then there is need for strong political support in Congress where 
competition for federal dollars is keen. If a project is rejected, time 
consumed in reaching that point again may be years. 

Next step is a bill in congress asking authorization of funds. Next, 
a b'll asking the appropriation. Usually authorization comes from one ses- 
sion, funding from the next, and that's another year's time. 

"It takes seven years, 11 says Kirk. "There's no way to get going in 
less time. If there's not enough excitement by the people about water re- 
source development, there may be a lag, an extension. Water resource develop- 
ment competes with all the nation's many other pressing needs for funds," 
he said. 

Once a project is funded, Kirk said, the Rec Bureau's engineers spend 
the first year in final design and engineering. Construction of a dam usually 
requires four to five years. 

Under present procedures, it appears the earliest the Sunbeam M ^it-- 
which includes the Beaver Crossing dam and reservoir with the flood control 
capacity recommended by the Corps of Engineers, with recreation land needs 
estimated at 120 acres by the State Game Commission, with fish-wildlife needs 
of 480 acres specified by the U.S. Fish and Wildl'fe Service, and with irri- 
gation faci 1i ties—the earliest is 1990 or 1991, 

Irrigation features of the project include a Gcehner put di r>q plant to 
lift irrigation water t'> the Goehner area through a 7M-inch wide, 3,000 foot 
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long pipeline, and the Dorchester diversion dam and pumping plant located on 
the west fork of the Big Blue, some 20 stream miles below the Beaver Crossing 
dam. 

Water would be diverted from the river to the pumping plant by means 
of a concrete river control section with a sluiceway for bypassing silt, Ir- 
rigation water would be conveyed by canals. Overall costs of the multi- 
purpose project are contained in an unpublished feasibility report, "Beaver 
Crossing Darn & Reservoir, " based on 1968 prices. 

Irrigation, $32,628,700; flood control (nonreimbursable); recreation, 
$5,239,700 with $325,900 reimbursable by the Game Commission; fish and wild- 
life, $5,263,300, with $138,800 reimbursable by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Servi ce. 

Irrigation construction costs are partially reimbursable by the irri- 
gation district, based on the irrigators' abilicy to pay them, An economic 
analysis of area farm economy determines the cost. 

Balance of irrigation construction costs may be met, if the irrigators 1 
ability to pay is limited, from Rec. Bureau income generated from the sale 
of hydroelectric power at projects elsewhere. 

Will it be built? Time, the river and people can answer that question. 

(Next: Healers at Work. ) 

Special to the Beatrice Sun and Henderson News 

(Editor's Note: Last in a series prepared by Doane College on the Big 
Blue River Basin Water Plan.) 

By Charles Hein 
Doane College 

The cla^m that in the basin at floodtide Indians could see water 

from bl uff to bluff. 

Whether fact nr fiction, the point is made:, Tall prairie grasses 
spawned by Nature regulated the runoff. 

Then came ;tian--and speeded it up. : 

Too often broke and plowed the prairie unwisely. When he did the 
water no longer stayed where it fell. Instead, topsoi 1-laden. it rushed into 
the waterways and down the valley. 

Sores left in the land didn't heal. And when the open wounds got worse 
man recorded floods which picked his pocket and broke his heart. 

Now the healers are at work. 
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They are the water conservation districts, watershed advisory improve- 
ment boards, federal and state agencies. One is the Gage County Soil and 
Water Conservation District (GCSWCD). In spite of lobbying, dollars spent 
and protests, the local agencies soon will disappear, merged into tie newly 
created Natural Resource District. 

The GCSWCD began its first intensive watershed action in 1953. Today 
the area proudly identifies itself as the "Watershed Capitol o" r the World." 

The records support them.. Today there are 9,466 miles o*" terraces, 
enough to reach from Beatrice to Berlin and most of the way back. More than 
11,600 acres of waterway are grassed. Farm windbreaks total 384 already, 
although that program began only eight years ago. More than 11,300 acres 
of range are seeded, 3,210 acres of land are leveled and 85 watersheds have 
been built. That's the record through 1970. 

The GCSWCD story is perhaps the outstanding example of what is occurr- 
ing basin-wics. Local districts combine soil and water conservation practices 
and flood control. Cropland is contoured and terraced. Waterways are grass. 
Soil Conservation Service structures hold back runoff. 

In locality after locality the sores are healing. But what of the Big 
Blue picture totally, from bluff to bluff and source to mouth? 

Unlike the neighboring Salt Valley, there are no large Corps of Engineers 
dams which store water, control m?jor floods and provide recreation. 

Unlike other areas in Nebraska, it can boast no huge reclamation pro- 
jects to provide surface irrigation and ground water table recharge. 

All the Big Blue Basin has is need--and not all of its people are con- 
vinced of that. 

In 1968 when the Nebraska Soil and Water Conservation Commission issued 
the Big Blue River Basin Water Plan, "We lacked support and we had no sponsor- 
ing agency," says Lowell Rochester of Crete. 

Rochester is a businessman active in Citizens for Water Management, a 
new citizen-oriented basin-wide organization beginning to flex its nuscle in 
water af f ai rs \ : 

He and other officers elected in February believe they have that now 
in the Natural Resource District, even though the Corps of Engineers, still 
contended in 1971 that the cost-benefit ratio isn't there to implement major 
flood control features of the plan. 

Others are depending on the Bureau of Reclamation to move along with 
the big dam at Beaver Crossing* They feel this would correct a longstand- 
ing Corps injustice. 

The Big Blue, they say, was handled just opposite of most rivers. On 
other rivers reservoirs were built at the source, but the Corps went to the 
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mouth to build the big dam at Tuttle Creek t al though nobody denies the need 
for flood protection at Kansas City. 

One Beatrice businessman who talked to this reporter no longer sees 
flooding in his town as a major threat, based on accomplishment in "The 
Watershed Capitol." 

But leaders of the Soil and Water Conservation District which worked 
on planning and authorization details for Gage County's structures warn about 
complacency over flooding because of small structures. 

Not all counties have as much soil conservation work in place as Gage 
County. And GCSWCD Chairman Duane Allington stresses that many of the county's 
structures have been in use for decades and normal sedimentation has reduced 
their efficiency. 

Moreover, he adds, many small pond or dam structures throughout the basin 
need upkeep--the limitations written into the NRF law seem to preclude this. 
Upkeep, he says, means having service equipment and a central garage somewhere 
in the Big Blue NRD to keep it i n--somethi ng not permitted under present NRD 
1 aw. 

Allington is critical of apparent complacency in Beatrice city leader- 
ship, which permitted construction of one of the city's newer shopping centers 
on the flood plain. So, he added, was the Corps of Engineers. 

Upstream at DeWitt, Crete and Seward the sense of security is less. 
Crete's Norman Behrens says, "It may take another serious flood for people 
to wake up," although he hopes it never happens. 

Prodding from 1965 federal legislation instigated Nebraska's Natural 
Resource Districts, bounded by drainage areas, rather than county lines, with 
the ability to serve needs that in use are inseparable: soil and water re- 
source development and environmental needs. 

A similar assignment of responsibilities is shaping up at the state 
level under the Nebraska Natural Resources Department. 

When dealing at the federal level, citizen proponents of water resource 
development encounter a different situation. 

Where the State of Nebraska has lately developed a framework state-wide 
plan for future water resource development, there is no corresponding single 
federal agency responsible. Moreover, Congress has never worked out a clear 
and specific program of national water resource development. 

Thinking back over the interviews and pounds of written words studied 
in putting this series together, questions arise. 

To what degree have political considerations, rather than actual need, 
influenced the timing of projects? 
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Do the decades of waiting and the present need to develop popular 
pressure for and against potential projects work to the disadvantage of 
everyone concerned? 

Under 110,000 people live in the basin, no more than a small city. 
What might have happened had someone or some organization filed for action 
under the equal protection clause of the 14th amendment? 

One could go on. 

But consider: 

--Many leaders in the fight for water management probably will not 
live to see their objective become reality, especially if almost 20 years 
will be required. 

Some of them, now past middle age, are not the original people who 
promoted the solution to the problem, but are their sons. 

--Would the problem have received faster consideration under a clearly 
defined water resource development policy and with a clear line of responsi- 
bility centered in one federal agency? 

--Owners of rich agricultural land in the area of potential inundation 
are adversely affected by something that may or may not ever be built - the 
Beaver Crossing dam-reservoir Sunbeam Unit. Their real estate values and 
long range credit existed under the cloud of a potential dam project that is 
/ a maybe at best. 

Talking about Lend Lease years ago, Franklin Roosevelt said if your 
neighbor has a fire and you have a length of hose, you lend him the hose. 

Advocates of the Big Blue River Basin Plan have yet to convince the 
population--basin-wide--that what affects one affects all. At the same 
time, proponents of the plan may have to convince their political leader- 
ship in Washington that the Agency Shuffle on the federal level has to end 
and a consistent national policy begin. 

There is much more to the basin water plan than flood control. It's 
an economic blueprint for the future, one its backers believe will correct 
deficiencies that rob the basin of dollars and cents, stem the out-migration 
of young people and, above all, be a jealous guard of the basin's biggest 
resource—water. 

In a sense this series ends where it began. The Big Bl^e is still 
evil-doer and Saint. The basin plan itself is in a kind of political purga- 
tory. It will take more than goodwill and prayer to end the punishment. 
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APPENDIX VI 

This appendix contains the chi-square measurement of net attitude change in 
rural and town areas for each attitude statement. It also includes V 2 scores 
which are based on chi-square values and using as a benchmark the value of 
V 2 = .0107 in urban Beatrice on the statement about clearing river channels, 
indicates favorable response. 
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CHLORINAT I ON 



Cities should use chlorination to disinfect their water supply. 



Percentage 







Survey 


Net 




Area 1 - Friend Rural 


First 


Second 


Change 




*Agree 


44.2 


54.3 


+10.0 


2 

x = 


Undecided 


44.2 


37.0 


- 7.2 


at 2 


Disagree 


11.4 


8.6 


- 2.7 


P < 


N = 


70 


81 







Area 1 - Friend Town 



*Agree 55.5 

Undecided 28.3 

Disagree 16.0 

N = 162 

Area 2 - Seward Rural 

*Agree 53.7 

Undecided 28.7 

Disagree 17,5 

N = 108 



62.9 + 7.4 V 2 = .0218 

16.2 -12.1 x 2 = 6.895 

20.7 + 4.7 at 2 df 

154 p < .05 



46.6 - 7.0 x 2 = 1.453 

35.8 + 7.1 at 2 df 

17.5 - 0.0 p < .30 
120 



Area 2 - Seward Town 

♦Agree 56.6 58.9 + 2.2 x 2 = 2.205 

Undecided 19.2 22.0 + 2.8 at 2 df 

Disagree 24.0 19.0 - 5.0 p < .50 

N = 270 263 



Area 3 - Henderson Rural 



*Agree 
Undecided 
Disagree 
N = 



49.0 
33.3 
17.5 

108 



46.7 
36.0 
17.2 
122 



- 2.3 
+ 2.7 

- 0.3 



x 2 = 0.193 
at 2 df 

p < .95 



Area 3 - Henderson Town 



* Agree 45.6 

Undecided 25.9 

Disagree 28.3 

N = 127 

Area 4 - Beatrice Rural 

*Agree 56,7 

Undecided 25.9 

Disagree 17.2 

N = 81 



48.8 + 3.1 x 2 = 0.267 

24.0 - 1.9 at 2 df 

27.1 - 1.2 p < .90 
129 

40.6 -16.1 V 2 = .0262 

34.0 + 8.1 x2 = 4.522 

25.2 + 7.9 at 2 df 
91 p < .20 
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Cities should use chlorination to disinfect their water supply 



Area 4 - Beatrice Town 



Percentage 
Survey 



First 



Second 



Net 
Change 



(Continued) 



*Agree 


53.7 


55.2 


+ 1.5 


x = 


Undecided 


15.9 


14.4 


- 1.5 


at 2 


Disagree 


30.2 


30.2 


- 0.0 


P < 


N = 


294 


304 







0,288 
df 

,90 



WATER QUALITY AND PROPER FARMING METHODS 
Hilly land near streams should not be used for crops. 



Percentage 



Area 1 - Friend Rural 

♦Agree 
Undecided 
Disagree 
N - 

Area 1 - Friend Town 



31 .4 
18.9 

50.0 
70 



41 .9 
1.1 

46.9 
81 



+10.5 

- 7.4 

- 3.0 



V 2 = .0174 
x 2 = 2.634 
at 2 df 
p < .30 



*Agree 
Undecided 
Disagree 
N = 



39.5 
23.4 
37.0 
162 



43.5 
23.3 
33.1 
154 



4.0 
0.0 
3.9 



x^ = 0.650 
at 2 df 
p < .80 



Area 2 - Seward Rural 



*Agree 27.3 

Undecided 7.5 

Disagree 65.0 

N = 106 

Area 2 - Seward Town 

♦Agree 31.9 

Undecided 21.1 

Disagree 46.3 

N = 269 

Area 3 - Henderson Rural 

♦Agree 34.2 

Undecided 14.8 

Disagree 50.9 

N = 108 



39.1 +11.8 V 2 = .0231 

10.8 + 3.2 x 2 = 5.234 

50.0 -15.0 at 2 df 

120 p < .10 



35.3 + 3.3 x 2 = 0.697 

19.7 - 1 .4 at 2 df 

44.8 - 1 .9 p < .80 

263 

32.7 - 1.4 V 2 = .0163 
7.3 - 7.4 x 2 = 3.769 

59.8 + 8.9 at 2 df 
122 p < .20 
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Hilly land near streams should not be used for crops. (Continued) 



Percentage 



Area 3 - Henderson Town 

♦Agree 
Undecided 
Disagree 
N = 



Survey 
First Second 



29.1 
21 .2 
49.6 
127 



35.6 
16.2 
48.0 
129 



Net 
Change 



+ 6.5 

- 4.9 

- 1.5 



x 2 - 1.718 
at 2 df 
p < .50 



Area 4 - Beatrice Rural 



♦Agree 28.3 

Undecided 18.5 

Disagree 53.0 

N = 81 

Area 4 - Beatrice Town 

♦Agree 31.6 

Undecided 20.4 

Disagree 47.9 

N = 294 



24.1 - 4.2 x 2 = 0.947 

15.3 - 3.1 at 2 df 

60.4 +7.3 p < .70 
91 

30.9 - 0.7 x 2 = 0.238 

22.0 + 1 .6 at 2 df 

47.0 - 0.9 p < .90 
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The use of insecticides and herbicides should net be limited. 



Area 1 - Friend Rural 



Agree 
Undecided 
♦Disagree 
U = 



27.1 
7.1 

65.7 
70 



?5.Q 
1.2 

72.8 
81 



- 1 .2 

- 5.9 
+ 7.1 



Not valid 



Area 1 - Friend Town 



Agree 17.2 

Undecided 12.9 

♦Disagree 69.7 

N = 162 

Area 2 - Seward Rural 

Agree 36.4 

Undecided 15.8 

♦Disagree 47.6 

N ■ 107 



9.0 - 8.1 V 2 = .0372 

5.1 - 7.7 x 2 = 11.772 
85.7 +15.9 at 2 df 

154 p < .01 



26.6 - 9.7 V 2 - .0327 

8.3 - 7.5 x 2 = 7.436 

65.0 +17.3 at 2 df 

120 p < .05 
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The use of insecticides and herbicides should not be limited. (Continued) 



Percentage 



Area 2 - Seward Town 

* 

Agree 
Undecided 
♦Disagree 
N = 

Area 3 - Henderson Rural 

Agree 
Undecided 
♦Disagree 
N = 

Area 3 - Henderson Town 

Agree 
Undecided 
♦Disagree 
N = 

Area 4 - Beatrice Rural 

Agree 
Undecided 
*Di sagree 
N = 

Area 4 - Beatrice Town 

Agree 
Undecided 
♦Disagree 
N = 



First 



11.9 
8.9 

79.1 
268 



36.1 
16.6 
47.2 
108 



13.3 
11.8 
74.8 
127 



27.1 
12.3 
60.4 
81 



6.8 
8.2 
84.9 

292 



Survey 



Second 



6.4 
11.0 
82.5 

263 



39.3 
18.0 
42.6 
122 



10.0 
11.6 
78.2 
129 



21.9 
25.2 
52.7 
91 



9.2 
10.5 
80.1 

303 



net 
Change 



- 5.4 
+ 2.0 
+ 3.4 



+ 3.2 
+ 1 .3 
- 4.6 



- 3.3 

- 0.1 
+ 3.4 



- 5.1 
+12.9 

- 7.7 



+ 2.4 
+ 2.3 
- 4.7 



x 2 = 5.075 
at 2 df 
p < .10 



= 0.490 
at 2 df 
p < .80 



x L = 0.701 
at 2 df 
p < .80 



= .0270 
x 2 = 4.661 
at 2 df 
p < .10 



x 2 = 2.324 
at 2 df 
p < .50 



Terracing and contouring on hilly land are needless agricultural expenditures, 
Area 1 - Friend Rural 



Agree 
Undecided 
♦Disagree 
N = 



8.5 
7.1 
84.2 
70 



6.2 
1.2 
92.5 
80 



- 2.3 

- 5.8 
+ 8.2 



Not valid 
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Terracing and contouring on hilly land are needless agricultural expenditures 

(Continued) 

Percentage 



Survey 
First Second 



Net 

Change 



Area 1 - Friend Town 



Agree 
Undecided 
*Disagree 
N = 



10.4 
10.4 
79.0 
162 



7.1 
4.5 
88.3 
154 



- 2.3 

- 5.9 
+ 9.3 



V; = .0173 
x^ = 5.495 



at 

P * 



df 
.10 



Area 2 - Seward Rural 



Agree 
Undeci ded 
*Disagree 
N = 



7.4 
1 .8 
90.7 
108 



3.3 
1.6 
95.0 
120 



- 4.0 

- 0.1 
+ 4.2 



x = Not valid 



Area 2 - Seward Town 

Agree 
Undecided 
*Disegree 
N = 



10.7 
4.8 

84.3 
269 



4.9 
5.7 
89.3 
263 



- 5.8 
+ 0.8 
+ 4.9 



,0118 



9 

v; ■ 

x- = 6.309 
at 2 df 
p < .05 



Area 3 - Henderson Rural 



Agree 
Undecided 
*0isagree 
N = 



13.8 
2.7 

83.3 
108 



7.4 
6.6 

85.9 
121 



- 6.4 
+ 3.8 
+ 2.6 



% = .0177 
x^ = 4.058 
at 2 df 
p < .20 



Area 3 - Henderson Town 



Agree 
Undeci ded 
*Di sagree 
N = 



6.2 
7.0 
86.6 

127 



10.0 
4.6 

85.2 
129 



+ 3.7 

- 2.4 

- 1.3 



= 1.774 
at 2 df 
p < .50 



Area 4 - Beatrice Rural 



Agree 
Undeci ded 
*D is agree 
N = 



1,2 
1.2 
97.5 
81 



4.3 
3.2 
92.3 
91 



+ 3.1 
+ 2.0 
- 5.2 



Not valid 



Area 4 - Beatrice Town 



Agree 
Undeci ded 
*Disagree 
N = 



6.8 
9.2 
83.9 
293 



5.2 
7.8 
86.8 
304 



- 1.5 

- 1.3 

+ 2.8 



x^ = 1 .053 
at 2 df 
p < .70 
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Farmers should prevent silt from polluting streams. 



Area 1 - Friend Rural 

*Agree 
Undecided 
Di sagree 
N = 

Area 1 - Friend Town 

*Agree 
Undecided 
Disagree 
N = 

Area 2 - Seward Rural 

*Agree 
Undecided 
Disagree 
N = 

Area 2 - Seward Town 

♦Agree 
Undecided 
Disagree 
N = 

Area 3 - Henderson Rural 

*Agree 
Undecided 
Disagree 
N = 

Area 3 - Henderson Town 

*Agree 
Undecided 
Disagree 
N = 



Percentage 
Survey 

First 



78.5 
10.0 
11.4 
70 



81.9 
13.0 
4.9 
161 



81 .4 
5.5 

12.9 
108 



85.1 
8.1 
6.6 
269 



85.0 
8.4 
6.5 
107 



89.6 
8.7 
1.5 
126 



Second 



95.0 
3.7 
1.2 
80 



92.2 
2.5 
5.1 
154 



81 .6 
10.0 
8.3 
120 



85.8 
8.0 
6.1 
261 



75.4 
12.2 
12.2 
122 



87.5 
10.9 
1.5 
128 



Net 
Change 



+16.4 
- 6.2 
-10.1 



+10.2 
-10.4 
+ 0.2 



+ 0.1 
+ 4.4 
- 4.6 



+ 0.6 

- 0.1 

- 0.5 



- 9.6 
+ 3.8 
+ 5.7 



- 2.1 
+ 2.2 

- 0.0 



c 2 = Not valid 



V, = 0.373 
x^ = 11 .775 
at 2 df 
p < .01 



x d = 2.579 



.0113 



at 
P 



2 df 
: .30 



x d = 0.075 
at 2 df 
p < .98 



V 2 = .0150 
x 2 = 3.446 
at 2 df 
p < .20 



x = Not valid 



9 
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Farmers should prevent silt from polluting streams. 

Percentage 



Area 4 - Beatrice Rural 

*Agree 
Undecided 
Disagree 
N = 

Area 4 - Beatrice Town 

*Agree 
Undecided 
Disagree 
N = 



Survey 
First Second 



91.3 
1.2 
7.4 

81 



86.7 
3.7 
9.5 
294 



78.0 
9.8 

12.0 
91 



84.2 
8.2 
7.5 
304 



(Continued) 



Net 
Change 



-13.3 
+ 8.6 
+ 4.6 



- 2.5 
+ 4.4 

- 1.9 



Conservation practices on farm land should be required by law. 



Area 1 - Friend Rural 

* Agree 
Undeci ded 
Disagree 

N = 



28.5 
17.1 
54.2 
70 



28.7 
11.2 
60.0 
80 



+ 0.1 
- 5.8 
+ 5.7 



= .0428 
x^ = 7.376 



at 
P 



2 df 

: .05 



X 

at 
P 



2 . 



5.770 
df . 
.10 



x 2 = 1. 



at 2 

P < ■ 



139 



df 
70 



Area 1 - Friend Town 

*Agree 
Undecided 
Disagree 
N = 



47.5 
20.9 
31 .4 
162 



45.4 
24.6 
29.8 
154 



- 2.0 
+ 3.6 

- 1.6 



x c = 0.611 
at 2 df 
p < .80 



Area 2 - Seward Rural 

* Agree 
Undecided 
Jis agree 
N = 

Area 2 - Seward Town 

*Agree 
Undecided 
Disagree 
N = 



38.3 
10.2 
51 .4 
107 



56.1 
20.2 
23.5 

267 



29.1 
15.8 
55.0 
120 



52.0 
18.6 
29.2 
263 



- 9.1 
+ 5.5 
+ 3.6 



- 4.0 

- 1.5 
+ 5.6 



V\ = .0126 
x^ = 2.871 
at 2 df 
p < .30 



x- = 2.201 
at 2 df 
p - .50 
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Conservation practices on farm land should be required by law. (Continued) 



Area 3 - Henderson Rural 

*Agree 
Undecided 
Di sagree 
N = 

Area 3 - Henderson Town 

*Agree 
Undeci ded 
Disagree 
N = 

Area 4 - Beatrice Rural 

*Agree 

Undecided 

Disagree 

N - 

Area 4 - Beatrice Town 

*Agree 
Undecided 
Di sagree 
N - 



Percentage 

Survey 
First Second 



25.9 
15.7 
58.3 
108 



51 .9 
21 .2 
26.7 
127 



32.0 
12.3 
55.5 
81 



54.5 
12.6 
32.7 
293 



35.2 
9.0 

55.7 
122 



58.9 
13.9 
27.1 
129 



28.5 
10.9 
60.4 
91 



54.4 
20.1 
25.4 
303 



POLLUTION ABATEMENT 



Net 

Change 



9.3 
6.7 
2.6 



+ 6.9 

- 7.3 

- 0.3 



- 3.5 

- 1.3 
+ 4.8 



- 0.15 
+ 7.5 

- 7.3 



= .0165 
x 2 - 2.503 
at 2 df 
p < .30 



at 
P < 



= 2.503 
2 df 
.30 



,2 = 



All towns and industries should be prohibited from polluting streams, 
Area 1 - Friend Rural 



0.420 



at 2 df 
p < .90 



x 2 = 7.875 
at 2 df 
p < .02 



*Agree 
Undecided 
Disagree 
N = 

Area 1 - Friend Town 

*Agree 

Undecided 

Disagree 



91. .4 
7.1 
1.4 
70 



91 .9 
4.3 
3.7 
162 



97.5 
2.4 
0.0 
81 



97.4 
0.6 
1 .9 
154 



+ 6.1 

- 4.6 

- 1.4 



Not val id 



+ 5.4 

- 3.6 

- 1.7 



,2 = 



Not valid 
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All towns and industries should be prohibited from polluting streams, 

(Continued) 
Percentage , 



Area 2 - Seward Rural 



Survey Net 
First Second Change 



*Agree 
Undecided 
Disagree 
N = 



96.2 
2.8 
0.9 
107 



90.8 
5.0 
4.1 
120 



- 5.4 

- 2.2 

- 3.2 



Not valid 



Area 2 - Seward Town 



*Agree 
Undecided 
Di sagree 
N = 



95.1 
3.7 

1 ,1 
270 



97.7 
1 .1 
1.1 

263 



+ 2.5 
- 2.5 
+ 0.0 



x 2 = Not val id 



Area 3 - Henderson Rural 



*Agree 
Undecided 
Disagree 
N = 



92,5 
2,7 
4.6 
108 



94.2 
3.2 
2.4 
122 



+ 1.6 
+ 0.5 
- 2.1 



x2 = Not valid 



Area 3 - Henderson Town 



*Agree 
Undecided 
Disagree 
N = 



92.1 
6.2 
1,5 
127 



92.2 
4.6 
3.1 



+ 0,1 
- 1.6 
+ 1.5 



x 2 = Not val id 



Area 4 - Beatrice Rural 



*Agree 
Undecided 
Disagree 
N = 



90.1 
4.9 
4.9 
81 



91 .2 
5.4 
3.2 
91 



+ 1.0 
+ 0.5 
- 1.6 



Not val id 



Area 4 - Beatrice Tow 



*Agree 
Undecided 
Ui sagree 
N = 



96.2 
2.3 
1.3 
294 



97.3 
1 .6 
0.9 
304 



+ 1.1 

- 0.7 

- 0.3 



x2 



Not val in 
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POLLUTION ABATEMENT (Continued) 



There has been too much concern over water pollution. 



Percentage 
Survey 



Area 1 - Friend Rural 

Agree 
Undecided 
*Di saaree 
N = 

Area 1 - Friend Town 

Agree 
Undecided 
♦Disagree 
N = 

Area 2 - Sewar^. Rural 

Agree 
Undecided 
*Disagree 
N = 

Area 2 - Seward Town 

Agree 
Undecided 
*Disagree 
N = 



First 



34.2 
11 .4 
54.2 
70 



16.6 
9,2 

74.0 
162 



18.6 
11,2 
70.0 
107 



13.7 
7.0 

79.2 
270 



Area 3 - Henderson Rural 

Agree 20.3 

Undecided 9.2 

♦Disagree 70.3 

N = 108 

Area 3 - Henderson Town 

Agree 18.1 

Undecided 9.4 

♦Disagree 72.4 

N = 127 



Second 



29.6 

59.2 
81 



12.3 
5.8 

81.8 
154 



35.0 
12.5 
52.5 
120 



11 .4 

3.0 
85.5 
263 



18.8 
16.3 
64.7 

122 



13.9 
9.3 

76.7 
129 



Net 
Change 



- 4.6 

- 0.3 
+ 4.9 



- 4.3 

- 3.4 
+ 7.7 



+16.3 
+ 1.2 
-17.5 



- 2.3 

- 3.9 
+ 6.3 



- 1.5 
+ 7.1 

- 5.6 



- 4.1 

- 0. ; 1 
+ 4,3 



x" = 0.422 
at 2 df 
p < .90 



x c = 2.836 
at 2 df 
p < .30 



V, = .0372 
x d = 8.466 



at 2 
P < 



df 

.02 



x 2 = 5.397 
at 2 df 
p < .10 



H% = .0111 
x^ = 2.570 
at 2 df 
p < .30 



x 2 = 0.850 
at 2 df 
p < .70 
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There has been too much concern over water pollution. (Continued) 



Area 4 - Beatrice Rural 

Agree 
Undecided 
♦Disagree 
N = 

Area 4 - Beatrice Town 



Percentage 

Survey 
First Second 



28.7 
6.2 

65.0 
80 



21 .9 
13.1 
64.8 
91 



Net 
Change 



- 6.7 
+ 6.9 

- 0.1 



% = .0165 
S + 2.837 



at 

P ' 



2 df 

: .30 



Agree 
Undecided 
♦Disagree 
N = 



18.0 
5.1 

76.8 
295 



14.4 
6.2 

79.2 
304 



- 3.5 

- 1.1 
+ 2.4 



x 

at 
P 



= 1.620 
2 df 

: .50 



All feedlot operators should be prohibited from polluting streams, 



Area 1 - Friend Rural 

*Agree 
Undecided 
Disagree 
N - 

Area 1 - Friend Town 

♦Agree 
Undecided 
Di sagree 
N = 



74.2 
11 .4 
14.2 
70 



87.6 
3.0 
9.2 
162 



62.9 
6.1 

30.8 
81 



88.3 
7.1 
4.5 
154 



-11.3 
- 5.2 
+16.5 



+ 0.6 
+ 4.0 
- 4.7 



V 2 = .0421 
/ = 6.363 
at 2 df 
p < .05 



2 _ 



.0161 
5.089 
10 



Area, 2 - Seward Rural 

♦Agree 
Undecided 
Disagree 
N = 

Area 2 - Seward Town 



71 .6 

9.4 
18.8 
106 



57.5 
12.5 
30.0 
120 



-14.1 
+ 3.0 
+11 .1 



V 



2 _ 



.0223 
x- = 5.061 
at 2 df 
p < .10 



♦Agree 
Undecided 
Di sagree 

N = 



86.6 
5.5 
7.7 
270 



92.3 
3.8 
3.8 
262 



+ 5.7 

- 1.7 

- 3.9 



x^ = 4.918 
at 2 df 
p < .10 



All feedlot operators should be prohibited from polluting streams. 

(Continued) 



Area 3 - Henderson Rural 



Percentage 

Survey Net 
First Second Change 



*Agree 
Undecided 
Disagree 
N = 



67.5 
9.2 

23.1 
108 



67.5 
11.6 
20.8 
120 



- 0.0 
+ 2.4 
+ 2.3 



x^ = 0.451 
at 2 df 
p < .80 



Area 3 - Henderson Town 



*Agree 
Undec ided 
Di sagree 
N = 



85.0 
7.8 
7.0 
127 



87.5 
6.9 
5.4 
129 



+ 2.5 

- 0.9 

- 1 .6 



x c = 0.400 
at 2 df 
p < .90 



Area 4 - Beatrice Rural 



*Agree 
Undecided 
Di sagree 
N = 



55.5 
9.8 

34.5 
81 



50.4 
13.1 
36.2 
91 



- 5.0 
+ 3.3 
+ 1.7 



x c = 0.641 
at 2 df 
p < .80 



Area 4 - Beatrice Town 

*Agree 87.0 86.4 

Undecided 4.4 4.2 

Disagree 8.5 9.2 

N = 294 303 



- 0.6 

- 0.1 
+ 0.7 



x 2 = O.103 



at 2 

P < ■ 



df 
95 



TAX SUPPORT FOR POLLUTION ABATEMENT AND CONSERVATION 
I would rather have low taxes and low consumer prices than clean rivers, 



Area 1 - Friend Rural 

Agree 
Undecided 
*Di sagree 
N = 



22,8 
32.8 
44.2 
70 



20.9 
23.4 
55.5 
81 



- 1 .8 

- 9.4 
+11.2 



V 2 = .0145 
^ = 2.200 
at 2 df 
p v .50 



Area 1 - Friend Town 



Agree 

Undecided 

♦Disagree 

N = 



20.3 
18.5 
61,1 
162 



16.3 
16.9 
66.6 

153 



- 4.0 

- 1.5 
+ 5.5 



x c = 1.177 
at 2 df 

p ■• .70 
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I would rather have low taxes and low consumer prices than clean rivers. 

(Continued) 



Area 2 - Seward Town 



Percentage 

Survey Net 
First Second Change 



Area 2 - Seward Rural 

Agree 
Undecided 
♦Disagree 
N = 



21.1 
28.8 
50.0 
104 



22.5 
15.0 
62.5 
120 



+ 1.3 
-13.8 
+ 12.5 



V 2 = 0.293 
x 2 = 6.566 
at 2 df 
p < .05 



Agree 
Undecided 
♦Disagree 
N = 



12.6 
17.8 
69.5 
269 



8.7 
14.8 
76.3 

262 



- 3.8 

- 2.9 
+ 6.8 



at 2 

P < 



3.398 
df 
.20 



Area 3 - Henderson Rural 



Agree 23.5 

Undecided 25,4 

♦Disagree 50.9 

N = 106 

Area 3 - Henderson Town 

Agree 22.0 

Undecided 14.9 

♦Disagree 62.9 

N = 127 



19.6 - 3.9 V 2 = .0137 

18.0 - 7.4 x 2 = 3.146 

62.2 +11.3 at 2 df 

122 p < .30 



16.2 - 5.7 x 2 = 1.420 

1/.0 + 2.0 at 2 df 

66.6 +3.6 p < .50 
129 



Area 4 - Beatrice Rural 



Agree 25.0 

Undecided 16.2 

♦Disagree 58.7 

N = 80 

Area 4 - Beatrice Town 

Agree 15.1 

Undecided 16.8 

♦Disagree 67.9 

N = 290 



20.2 - 4.7 V 2 = .0237 

29.2 +12.9 X 2 = 4.014 

50.5 - 8.1 at 2 df 

89 p < .20 



12.0 - 3.1 x 2 = 2.661 

14.0 - 2.89 at 2 df 

74.0 +6.0 p " ,30 



300 
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RECREATION 



We need more lakes and parks for recreation. 

Percentage 



Area 1 - Friend Rural 

*Agree 

Undecided 
Di sagree 
N = 

Area 1 - Friend Town 



Survey 
First Second 



50.0 
15.7 
34.2 
70 



28.3 
13.5 
58.0 
81 



Net 
Change 



-21.6 
- 2.1 
+23.7 



V 2 = .0607 
yC = 9.180 
at 2 df 
p < .02 



*Agree 
Undecided 
Disagree 
N = 

Area 2 - Seward Rural 



52.4 
13.5 
33.9 
162 



49.3 
9.0 

41.5 
154 



- 3.1 

- 4.4 
+ 7.6 



= 2.760 
at 2 df 
p < .30 



*Agree 
Undecided 
Disagree 
N = 

Area 2 - Seward Town 



45.3 
10.1 
44.4 
108 



20.0 
19.1 
60.8 
120 



-25.3 
+ 8.9 
+16.3 



V£ = .0762 

= 17.378 
at 2 df 
p < .001 



*Agree 
Undecided 
Di sagree 
N = 

Area 3 - Henderson Rural 

*Agree 
Undecided 
Disagree 
N = 

Area 3 - Henderson Town 

*Agree 
Undecided 
Disagree 
N = 



47.7 
17.0 
35.1 
270 



36.1 
12.0 
51 .8 
108 



49.6 
20.4 
29.9 
127 



52.4 
11 .4 
36.1 
263 



39.3 
20.4 
40.1 
122 



52.7 
13.9 
33.3 
129 



+ 4.7 
- 5.6 
+ 0.9 



+ 3.2 
+ 8.4 
-11 .6 



+ 3.1 
- 6.5 
+ 3.4 



l L = 3.580 
at 2 df 
p < .20 



V 2 = .0189 
yC = 4.351 
at 2 df 
p < .20 



X 2 ■ 1 



at 

P < 



938 



df 

,50 
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We need more lakes and parks for recreation. (Continued) 



Percentage 



Area 4 - Beatrice Rural 

♦Agree 
Undecided 
Disagree 
N = 

Area 4 - Beatrice Town 

*Agree 
Undecided 
Disagree 
N = 



Hrst 



44.4 
11.1 
44.4 
81 



62.2 
12.5 
25.1 
294 



Survey 



Second 



39.5 
9.8 

50.5 
91 



55.9 
11.1 
32.8 
304 



Net 

Change 



- 4.8 

- 8.7 
+ 6.1 



- 6.3 

- 1.4 
+ 7.7 



x c = 0.640 
at 2 df 
p < .80 



= 4.324 



< 2 = 
at 2 df 
p < .20 



Parks should not be included in small 
Area 1 - Friend Rural 



Agree 37.6 

Undecided 28.9 

♦Disagree 33.3 

N = 69 

Area 1 - Friend Town 

Agree 29.6 

Undecided 28.3 

♦Disagree 41.9 

N = 162 



watershed projects. 



53.0 


+15.4 


1- 


.0363 


14.8 


-14.1 


= 


5.446 


32.0 


- 1.2 


at 2 


df 


81 




P < 


.10 


38.3 


+ 8.6 


X 2 = 


3.346 


21.4 


- 6.9 


at 2 


df 


40.2 


- 1.7 


P < 


20 


154 









Area 2 - Seward Rural 

Agree 22.0 50.8 +18.7 V 2 = .0487 

Undecided 16.0 18.3 + 2.3 x 2 = 11.011 

♦Disagree 51.8 30. 8 -21.0 at 2 df 

N = 106 120 p < .01 

Area 2 - Seward Town 

Agree 27.8 26.9 - 0.8 x 2 = 1.016 

Undecided 27.8 24.7 - 3.1 at 2 df 

♦Disagree 44.2 48.2 +4.0 p < .70 

N = 269 263 
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Parks should not be included in small watershed projects, (Continued) 



Percentage 



Survey 
Hrst Second 



Met 



Area 3 - Henderson Rural 

Agree 59.2 

Undecided 21.2 

*Disagree 19.4 

N = 108 



40.9 
27.0 
31.9 
122 



-18.2 
+ 5.7 
+12.5 



V 2 = .0351 



= 8.082 
at 2 df 
p < .02 



Area 3 - Henderson Town 

Agree 22.2 

Undecided 38.0 

*Disagree 39.6 

N = 126 



28.6 
33.3 
37.9 
129 



+ 6.4 

- 4.7 

- 1.7 



= 1.495 
at 2 df 
p < .50 



Area 4 - Beatrice Rural 

Agree 
Undeci ded 
*Disagree 
N = 



5C.6 
13.5 
35.8 
81 



34.0 
29.6 
36.2 
91 



-16.5 
+16.0 
+ 0.4 



V 2 = .0455 
x 2 = 7.828 
at 2 df 
p < .02 



Area 4 - Beatrice Town 

Agree 
Undecided 
*Disagree 



31 .6 
20.9 
47.4 
291 



30.1 
23.8 
46.0 
302 



- 1.4 
+ 2.8 

- 1.4 



x 

at 
P 



= 0.715 
2 df 
: .70 



SPECIAL DISTRICTS 

Organizations for conserving soil and water should be smaller 
than a whole watershed area. 



Area 

Agree 
Undecided 
*Disagree 



Friend Rural 



44.9 

33.3 
21 .7 
69 



56,7 
22.2 
20.9 

81 



8 



+11. 
-11.1 
- 0.7 



= .0180 
x 2 = 2.714 
at 2 df 
p < .30 



Area 1 - Friend Town 

Agree 
Undecided 
*Disagree 
N = 



26.5 
53.0 
20.3 
162 



35.7 
41 .5 
22.7 
154 



+ 9.1 
-11.5 
- 2.3 



r = .0144 
x 2 = 4.555 
at 2 df 
p < .20 
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Organizations for conserving soil and water should be smaller than a whole 
watershed area. (Continued) 



Area 2 - Seward Rural 

Agree 
Undecided 
*Di sagree 
N = 

Area 2 - Seward Town 

Agree 
Undecided 
*Di sagree 
N = 

Area 3 - Henderson Rural 

Agree 
Undecided 
*Di sagree 
N = 

Area 3 - Henderson Town 

Agree 
Undecided 
*Disagree 
N = 



Percentage 
Survey 



First 



48.5 
28.9 
22.4 
107 



29.8 
48.5 
21.6 
268 



42.9 
27.1 
29.9 
107 



23.6 
64.5 
11.8 
127 



Second 



45.0 
25.8 
29.1 
120 



27.0 
45.5 
27.4 
259 



58.6 
27.2 
14.0 
121 



29.4 
55.8 
14.7 
129 



Area 4 - Beatrice Rural 

Agree 32.5 30.7 

Undecided 28.7 32.9 

^Disagree 38.7 36.2 

N = 80 91 

Area 4 - Beatrice Town 

Agree 25.6 27.1 

Undecided 49.6 50.0 

^Disagree 24.6 22.8 

N = 29? 302 



Net 
Change 



+ 3.5 
- 3.4 
+ 6.7 



- 2.8 

- 2.9 
+ 5.7 



+15.6 
+ 0.1 
-15.8 



- 5.8 

- 8.7 
+ 2.9 



1.7 
4.2 

2.4 



+ 1.4 
+ 0.3 
- 1.8 



x 2 = l 
at 2 df 
p < .70 



348 



x c = 2.404 
at 2 df 
p < .50 



V£ = .0410 
= 9.367 
at 2 df 
p < .01 



x L -- 2.045 
at 2 df 

p < .50 



x' = 0.354 
at 2 df 
p < .90 



x 2 = C, 
at 2 df 
p • .90 



329 
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erJc 



IRRIGATION 



Reuse of irrigation water should be required by law. 

Percentage 

Survey 
rst Second 

Area 1 - Friend Rural 



Net 
Change 



♦Agree 


78.5 


71.6 


- 6.9 


t/r»cfeci«ied 


11.4 


7.4 


- 4.0? 


Disagree 


10.0 


20.9 


+10.9 


. N = 


70 


81 





V; = .0248 
■ d - 3.750 



x 
at 
P < 



2 df 
.20 



Area 1 - Friend Town 



♦Agree 62.3 

Undecided - ; 19.1 

Disagree 18.5 

N = 162 

Area 2 - Seward Rural 

♦Agree 73.1 

Ujideci ded 9 . 2 

Disagree 17.5 

N = 108 

Area 2 - Seward Town 

♦Agree 67.4 

Undecided 21.3 

Disagree 11.2 

N - 267 



7?,.7 +10.3 = .0192 

9.7 - 9.3 x 2 = 6.092 

17.5 - 0.9 at 2 df 

154 p < .05 



73.3 + 0.1 x = 0.073 

8.3 - 0.9 at 2 df 

18.3 +0.7 p < .98 
120 

65.3 - 2.0 x 2 = 0.964 

20.5 - 0.8 at 2 df 

14.0 +2.8 p < .70 
263 



Area 3 - Henderson Rural 

*Agree 53.7 53.2 - 0.4 x 2 = 1.366 

Undecided 9.2 , 13.9 + 4.6 at 2 df 

Disagree 37.0 32.7 - 4.2 p « .70 

N = 108 122 



Area 3 - Henderson Town 

*Agrae 62.9 75.0 +12.0 V 2 = .0180 

Undecided 17.3 13.2 - 4.0 x 2 = 4.591 

Disagree 19.6 11.7 - 7.9 at 2 df 

N = 127 128 p < .20 
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Reuse of irrigation water should be required by law. (Continued) 

Percentage 







Survey 


Net 






First 


Second 


Change 




Arpa 4 - Reatrire Rural 










*AnrPP 


66.6 


67.0 


+ 0.3 


V 2 = .0142 


Undecided 


9.8 


16.4 


+ 6.6 


= 2.454 


Disagree 


23.4 


16.4 


- 6.9 


at 2 df • 


N = 


81 


91 




p < .30 


Area 4 - Beatrice Town 










*Agree 


65.4 


66.7 


+ 1.3 


x d = 0.849 


Undecided 


20.5 


17.7 


- 2.7 


at 2 df 


Disagree 


14.0 


15.4 


+ 1 .4 


d < 70 


N = 


292 


304 






There should be no regulation of the amount of irrigation water 


pumped 


Trom s treams . 










Area 1 - Friend Rural 










Agree 


5.7 


6.1 


+ 0.4 


x 2 = Not v< 


Undecided 


2.8 


4.9 


+ 2.0 




♦Disagree 


91 .4 


88.8 


+ 2.5 




N = 


70 


81 






Area 1 - Friend Town 










Agree 


11.7 


4.5 


- 7.1 


V 2 = .0264 


Undecided 


8.0 


3.8 


- 4.1 


x z = 8.366 


*Dis agree 


80.2 


91.5 


+11.3 


at 2 df 


N = 


162 


154 




p < .02 


Area 2 - Seward Rural 










Agree 


13.8 


4.1 


- 9.7 


V 2 = .0294 


Undecided 


4.6 


5.0 


+ 0.3 


x d = 6.716 


♦Disagree 


81.4 


90.8 


+ 9.3 


at 2 df 


N = 


108 


120 




p < .05 


Area 2 - Seward Town 










Agree 


10.3 


5.7 


- 4.6 


x 2 = 4.403 


Undecided 


4.8 


3.8 


- 1.0 


at 2 df 


♦Disagree 


84.8 


90.4 


+ 5.6 


p < .20 


N = 


270 


263 
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There should be no regulation of the amount of irrigation water pumped 
from streams. (Continued) 



Percentage 

Survey Net 
First Second Change 



Area 3 - Henderson Rural 

Agree 19.4 13.9 

Undecided 12.9 13.1 

♦Disagree 67.5 72.9 

N = 108 122 



- 5.5 
+ 0.1 
+ 5.3 



x 2 - 1 
at 2 df 
p < .70 



287 



Area 3 - Henderson Town 



Agree 
Undecided 
♦Disagree 
N = 



15.7 
14.1 
70.0 
127 



15.5 
16.2 
68.2 
129 



- 0.2 
+ 2.1 

- 1.8 



x L = 0.220 
at 2 df 
p < .90 



Area 4 - Beatrice Rural 



Agree 
Undecided 
♦Disagree 
W = 



8.6 
4.9 
86.4 
81 



8.8 
5.5 
85.5 
90 



+ 0.2 
+ 0.6 
- 0.8 



x 2 = Not valid 



Area 4 - Beatrice Town 



Agree 
Undecided 
♦Disagree 
N = 



8.1 
7.8 
84.0 
294 



9.5 
9.5 
80.9 
304 



+ 1.3 
+ 1 .7 
- 3.0 



x 2 = 0.999 



at 
P < 



df 

.70 



Irrigators should be able to use an unlimited amount of ground water. 
Area 1 - Friend Rural 



Agree 
Undecided 
♦Disagree 
N = 



27.1 
8.5 

64.2 
70 



22.2 
7.4 

70.3 
81 



- 4.9 

- 1J 

+ 6^ 



x = 
at 2 df 
p < .80 



0.640 



Area 1 - Friend Town 

Agree 
Undecided 
♦Disagree 
N = 



27.1 
11.1 
61 .7 
162 



23.3 

7l/4 
f54 



- 3.7 

- 5.9 
+ 9.7 



V 2 = .0155 
x 2 = 4.922 



at 
P 



2 df 
: .10 



( 



Irrigators should be able to use an unlimited amount of ground water. 

Percentage 

Survey Net 
First Second Change 

Area 2 - Seward Rural 



Agree 
Undecided 
*Disagree 
N ■ 



30.5 
12.0 
57.4 
108 



25.8 
8.3 

65.8 
120 



- 4.7 

- 3.7 
+ 8.4 



x 4 - = 1.877 
at 2 df 
p < .50 



Area 2 - Seward Town 



Agree 
Undecided 
*Disagree 
N = 



25.1 
7.7 

67.0 
270 



14.5 
6.4 

79.0 
262 



-10 .6 
- 1.2 
+11 .9 



= .0198 
x 2 = 10.535 
at 2 df 
p < .01 



Area 3 - Henderson Rural 



Agree 
Undecided 
*Di sagree 

N = 



37.9 
5.5 

56.4 
108 



40.1 
6.5 

53.2 
122 



+ 2.2 

- 1.0 

- 3.2 



x- = 
at 2 df 
p < .90 



0.272 



Area 3 - Henderson Town 



Agree 
Undecided 
*Di sagree 
N = 



35.4 
9.4 

55.1 
127 



32.5 
7.5 

59.6 
129 



- 2.8 

- 1.8 
+ 4.5 



x' = 0.603 
at 2 df 
p < .80 



Area 4 - Beatrice Rural 



Agree 
Undecided 
*Di sagree 
N = 



17.2 
11.1 
71.6 
81 



23.0 
10.9 
65.9 
91 



+ 5.7 

- 0.1 

- 5.6 



= 0.908 
at 2 df 
P 



,70 



Area 4 - Beatrice Town 

Agree 25.3 18.7 

Undecided 9.9 12.1 

♦Disagree 64.7 69.0 

N = 292 304 



- 6.5 
+ 2.2 
+ 4.3 



x 2 = 4.041 
at 2 df 
p < .20 
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! 



FLOOD CONTROL 



Small watershed projects are not a necessary expenditure. ; 

Percentage 



Area 1 - Friend Rural 

Agree 
Undecided 
♦Disagree 
N = 

Area 1 - Friend Town 

Agree 
Undecided 
*Disagree 
N = 



Survey 
First Second 



20.0 
15.7 
64.2 
70 



22.2 
25.3 
52.4 
162 



17.5 
3.7 

78.7 
80 



13.6 
17.5 
68.8 
154 



Net 

Change 



- 2.5 
-11.9 
+14.4 



- 8.5 

- 7.7 
+16.3 



% = .0462 
x d = 6.935 



at 

P • 



2 df 

: .05 



V = .0282 
x 2 = 8.941 
at 2 df 



Area 2 - Seward Rural 

Agree 
Undecided 
*Disagree 
N = 

Area 2 - Seward Town 

Agree 
Undecided 
♦Disagree 
N = 

Area 3 - Henderson Rural 



14.0 
7.4 

78.5 
107 



16.2 
23.7 
60.0 
270 



7.5 
3.3 
89.1- 
120 



10.6 
15.5 
73.7 
263 



- 6.5 

- 4.1 

- 4.1 



- 5.6 

- 8.1 
+13.7 



% = .0214 
rC- = 4.874 



at 
P < 



2 df 
10 



V 2 = .0213 
x 2 = 11 .380 
at 2 df 
p < .01 



Agree 
Undecided 
♦Disagree 
N = 



16.8 
13.0 
70.0 
107 



13.2 
12.3 
74.3 
121 



- 3.6 

- 0.6 
+ 4.2 



x c = 0.658 
at 2 df 
p < .80 



Area 3 - Henderson Town 

Agree 19.6 21.7 

Undecided 23.6 23.2 

♦Disagree 56.6 55.0 

N = 127 129 



+ 2.0 

- 0.3 

- 1.6 



x' 
at 
P < 



= 0.161 
2 df 
.95 
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Small watershed projects are not a necessary expenditure. (Continued) 



Percentage 
Survey 



First 



Second 



Net 

Change 



Area 4 - Beatrice Rural 

Agree 
Undecided 
♦Disagree 
N = 



19.7 
7.4 

72.8 
81 



15.3 
9.8 

74.7 
91 



- 4.3 
+ 2.4 
+ 1.8 



x d = 0.792 
at 2 df 
p ' .70 



Area 4 - Beatrice Town 

Agree 17.6 12.5 

Undecided 21.0 20.1 

♦Disagree 61-2 67.2 

N = 294 302 



- 5.1 

- 0.8 
+ 5.9 



= 3.460 
at 2 df 
p < .20 



The city council should prohibit people from building on flood plains 



Area 1 - Friend Rural 

♦Agree 
Undecided 
Disagree 
N = 

Area \ - Friend Town 

♦Agree 
Undecided 
Disagree 
N = 

Area 2 - Seward Rural 

♦Agree 
Undecided 
Disagree 
N = 



72.8 
17.1 
10.0 

70 



62.9 
17.9 
19.1 
162 



63.8 
20.3 
15.7 
108 



43.7 
31.2 
25.0 
80 



71.4 
9.7 

18.8 
154 



57.9 
15.9 
26.0 
119 



-29.1 
+14.1 
+15.0 



8.4 
8.1 

0.3 



- 5.9 

- 4.4 
+10.3 



V? = .0879 
x^ = 13.195 
at 2 df 
p < .01 



V£ = .0146 
x^ = 4.623 
at 2 df 
p < .10 



A- 

x c = 
at 2 

P < ■ 



.0166 
3.778 
df 
20 



Area 2 - Seward Town 

♦Agree 
Undecided 
Disagree 
N = 



58.1 
20.3 
21.4 

270 



60.4 
20.1 
19.3 

263 



+ 2.3 

- 0.2 

- 2.0 



x d = 0.407 
at 2 af 
p < .20 
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The city council should prohibit people from building on flood plains. 



Percentage 



Survey 
First Second 



Area 3 - Henderson Rural 

♦Agree 
Undecided 
Disagree 
N = 

Area 3 - Henderson Town 

♦Agree 
Undecided 
Disagree 
N = 

Area 4 - Beatrice Rural 

♦Agree 
Undecided 
Disagree 
N = 

Area 4 - Beatrice Town 

♦Agree 
Undecided 
Disagree 
N = 



58.3 
17.5 
24.0 
108 



64.5 
20.4 
14.9 
127 



55.5 
18.5 
25.9 
81 



66.3 
14.9 
18.7 
294 



54.9 
22.1 
22.9 
122 



75.1 
14.7 
10.0 
129 



56.0 
21.9 
2C.8 
90 



67.4 
13.8 
18.7 
304 



Net 
Change 



3.4 
4.5 
1.1 



+10.6 

- 5.7 

- 4.5 



+ 0.4 
+ 3.4 
- 5.0 



+ 1 .1 
- 1.1 
+ 0.0 



The clearing of river channels is a waste of time and money. 
Area 1 - Friend Rural 



Agree 
Undecided 
♦Disagree 
N = 

Area 1 - Friend Town 

Agree 
Undecided 
♦Disagree 
N = 



32.8 
24.2 
42.8 
70 



18.5 
17.9 
63.5 
162 



34.5 
17.2 
48.1 
81 



16. r 
13.0 
69.9 
153 



+ 1.7 
- 7.0 
+ 5.2 



- 1.5 

- 4.8 

+ 6.3 



= 0.739 
at 2 df 
p < .70 



V 2 = .0134 
x 2 = 3.455 
at 2 df 
P ' 



.20 



x 2 = 0.717 
at 2 df 
p < .70 



x 2 
at 
P ' 



= 0.165 
2 df 
.95 



x 2 = 1.159 
at 2 df 
p < .70 



x^ = 1.759 
at 2 df 
p < .50 
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The clearing of river channels is a waste of time and money. (Continued) 



Percentage 



Area 2 - Seward Rural 

Agree 
Undecided 
♦Disagree 
N = 

Area 2 - Seward Town 

Agree 
Undecided 
♦Disagree 
N = 

Area 3 - Henderson Rural 

Agree 
Undecided 
♦Disagree 
N = 

Area 3 - Henderson Town 

Agree 
Undecided 
♦Disagree 
N = 

Area 4 - Beatrice Rural 



First 



26.8 
10.1 
62.9 
108 



12.5 
15.9 
71.4 
270 



25.3 
16.8 
57.9 
107 



19.6 
22.8 
57.4 
127 



Survey 



Second 



22.5 
9.1 

68.3 
120 



14.5 
9.1 

76.3 
262 



17.5 
15.8 
66.6 
. 120 



11.6 
17.8 
70.5 
129 



Net 

Change 



- 4.3 

- 1.0 
+ 5.3 



+ 1.9 
- 6.7 
+ 4.8 



- 7.7 

- 0.9 
+ 8.7 



- 8.0 

- 5.0 
+13.0 



x d = 0.748 
at 2 df 
p < .70 



x 2 = 5.615 



at 
P < 



df 
.10 



x = 
at 2 df 
p < .50 



V 2 S 



at 
P < 



2.321 



.0201 



2 = 5.152 



df 
.10 



Agree 
Undecided 
♦Disagree 
N = 



28.3 
12.3 
59.2 
81 



29.6 
12.0 
58.2 
91 



+ 1.2 

- 0.2 

- 1 .0 



x L = 0.033 
at 2 df 
p < .99 



Area 4 - Beatrice Town 

Agree 13.6 10.5 

Undecided 16.6 10.8 

♦Disagree 69.7 78.6 

N = 294 304 



- 3.0 

- 5.8 
+ 8.8 



.0107 



V 2 = 

x 2 = 6.449 
at 2 df 
p < .05 
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Large reservoirs should be constructed to protect against flood damage. 



Percentage 



Area 1 - Friend Rural 

♦Agree 
Undecided 
Disagree 
N = 



Survey 
First Second 



65.7 
14.2 
20.0 
70 



61 .7 
14.8 
23.4 
81 



Net 

Change 



- 3.9 
+ 0.5 
+ 3.4 



at 2 df 
p < .90 



0.306 



Area 1 - Friend Town 

♦Agree 
Undecided 
Disagree 
N = 



68.5 
14.1 
17.2 
162 



75.6 
12.5 
11.8 
152 



+ 7.1 

- 1.6 

- 5.4 



y& = 2.309 
at 2 df 
p < .50 



Area 2 - Seward Rural 



♦Agree 
Undecided 
Disagree 
N = 



57.6 
11.5 
30.7 
104 



53.7 
10.0 
36.1 
119 



- 3.9 

- 1.4 
+ 5.3 



x 

at 
P 



= 0.736 
2 df 
: .70 



Area 2 - Seward Town 

♦Agree 
Undecided 
Disagree 
N = 



72.5 
19.6 
7.7 
270 



Area 3 - Henderson Rural 

♦Agree 64.8 

Undecided 15.7 

Disagree 19.4 

N = 108 



69.9 
15.9 
14.0 
263 



71.4 
10.9 
17.6 
119 



- 2.6 

- 3.6 
+ 6.2 



+ 6.6 

- 4.8 

- 1.8 



V 2 = .0112 
x d = 5.975 



at 
P 



x 2 
at 

P ' 



2 df 

: .10 



= 1.455 
2 df 
.50 



Area 3 - Henderson Town 

♦Agree 70.8 74.4 

Undecided 19.6 15.2 

Disagree 9.4 10.4 

N = 127 125 



+ 3.5 
- 4.4 
+ 0.9 



x 2 = 0.891 
at 2 df 
p < .70 
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Large reservoirs should be constructed to protect against flood damage. 

(Continued) 



>ea 4 - Beatrice Rural 



Percentage 

Survey Net 
First Second Change 



*Agree 
Undecided 
Disagree 
N = 

Area 4 - Beatrice Town 

♦Agree 
Undecided 
Disagree 
N = 



65.8 
15.1 
18.9 
79 



80.5 
12.2 
7.1 
293 



64.8 
8.7 

26.3 
91 



76.8 
15.1 
7.9 
303 



- 0.9 

- 6.3 
+ 7.3 



- 3.6 
4- 2.9 
+ 0.7 



r = .0146 
x 2 = 2.483 
at 2 df 
p < .30 



x 2 = l 



at 2 
P < 



271 



df 

.70 



197 
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